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ROYAL EXCHANGE ASSURANCE. 
ACCUMULATED FUNDS NEARLY 44,000,000, 
INCORPORATED 1720, 

FIRE, LIFE, AND ANNUITIES. 
LIFE INTERESTS AND REVERSIONS. 





LOANS GRANTED on favourable terms on ABSOL' 
REVERSIONS, and on IMMEDIATE and CONTINGENT LIFE 
IONS also purchased subject to the provision that the vendor retains the 
right of redemption within a period of five years, WHETHER THE LIFE TENANT BE ALIVE 


— Insurances against Issue undertaken at economical rates. 
ROYAL EXCHANGE, E.C., AND 29, PALL MALL, S.W. 
DEATH DUTIES. 


THE LIVERPOOL AND LONDON AND GLOBE 
INSURANCE COMPANY. 


This Company is prepared not only to issue new Life Policies covenanting to pay 
the DEATH DUTIES direct to the Government Authorities BEFORE GRANT OF 
PROBATE, but also to secure the same advantage when desired TO UNENCUM- 
BERED EXISTING POLICIES. 


(1, DALE STREET, LIVERPOOL. 
HEAD OFFICES } 7’ CORNHILL, LONDON. 


IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS, 


In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
LO8S OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSB. 


Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on application to 


THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 
24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 


SHIPPING PROPERTY. 
IMPORTANT TO INVESTORS THEREIN. 
C. W. KELLOCK & CO. 


(C. W. Ketrock, W. W. Kettocs, Netson Cameron), 
Established over Half a Century, 























WATER STREET, LIVERPOOL. 

VALUERS of all classes of SHIPPING PROPERTY. Valuations made for Probate, 
General Average. Admiralty, &c. Brokers for the Sale and Purchase of Shipping 
(Privately or by Public Auction). 

PERIODICAL SALES BY AUCTION IN OWN SALEROOM. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 
ESTABLISHED OVER HALF A CENTURY. 
FLEET STREET, LONDON. 
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FREE, 
SIMPLE, 


SECURE, 





TOTAL ASSETS, £2,831,000. INCOME, £319,000. 
The Yearly New Business exceeds ONE MILLION. 
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Cases Reported this Week. 


In the Solicitors’ Journal. bg mn ¥. Siasheay’s ponking Oo. ‘ 
ttorney: 


A uay, and 
Budgett v. Budgett 








The Queen cy he Pe es ets 








CURRENT TOPICS, 


A TRANSFER of 70 witness actions to Mr. Justice Romer from 
the lists of the other judges of the Chancery Division will be 
ordered shortly. Twenty-five of these actions will be taken 
from the list of Mr, Justice Currry, 20 from that of Mr. Justice 
Norrn, and 25 from that of Mr. Justice Srimtive. The lists 
from which these actions will be selected have been exhibited 
for some days in Room No. 136 of the Royal Courts of Justice, 
but will be withdrawn at the closing of the offices to-day. 





Se ses ee 
Chancery Division is effected 








Tux roLLowine are the names and dates of call.to the bar 


' the new Queen’s Counsel :—Mr. Enwagp T. E. Bester 
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of St. Edmunds, South-Eastern Circuit and Central 
Criminal Court, 1859; Mr. James Jarptvz, of Bombay, 1871; 
Mr. Vznnon Rvssexx Sarrn, of the Equity Bar, 1872; Mr. 
Rosgrr Wattace, of the North-Eastern Circuit, 1874 (there are 
two gentlemen of this name in the Zaw List, but we assume 
from his position in the list, which is ordinarily given in the order 
of call to the bar, that we are correct in our description); Mr. 
Witu1am Mutnortanp, of the Northern Circuit, Liverpool, 
1875; Mr. Reormvatp Joun Smiru, of the Equity Bar, 1883; 
and Mr. Reaper Hanrnis, described in the Law List as of the 
Surrey Sessions, but we believe also of the Parliamentary Bar, 
1883, So far as we can gather, the opinion of the bar is that, 
in some respects, the above list is the most surprising which 
has been issued in recent times. At a time when applicants of 
professional eminence are rejected some explanation should be 
afforded of the reasons for some of the selections which have 
been made. 





We ruink that everyone who has had dealings with the 
Home Office will hear with regret of the approaching retirement 
of Sir Goprrey Lusuivcron from the post of Permanent Under- 

. He is probably the best official who has ever 
occupied that important post, not only by reason of his sound 
common sense and tact, but also because he has so little of the 
official about him. Ha cares little for red tape or official restric- 
tions, and he has no nervous apprehension of incurring responsi- 
bility by stepping beyond the precise limits of action laid down 
by his predecessors. Once convince him that there is a wrong 
to be remedied or an injustice to be redressed, and you have at 
once his réady help and sympathy. Officials of this kind are 


; not too numerous, and we believe that Sir Goprrzy’s retirement 


will be a great loss to the public service. However competent 
his successor may be, he will not be able for some consider- 
able time to decide matters with the promptness and freedom 
which long experience has given to Sir Goprrey LusutneTon. 
The choice of his successor has naturally given rise to a good 
deal of comment. Mr. Kenetm E. Dicny is now judge of the 
Derbyshire County Courts, and was formerly Vinerian Law 
Reader and Examiner in Jurisprudence at Oxford; and from 
either of these posts to the Under-Secretaryship of State for the 
Home Department is a somewhat wide step. He is, however, 
known to'be a man of much ability, and is Selloved to be likely 
to shew decision and energy in the conduct of his new office. 
Whether he possesses the indispensable tact is a matter which 
time will shew. We think it is, at all events, matter for con- 
gratulation that a precedent has been set—we fancy for the 
first time—of the promotion of a county court judge. 


Tue Covncit of the Incorporated Law Society have recently 
had under consideration the circular issued by the Commis- 
sioners of Inland Revenue of the 17th of September last with 
regard to the stamps on deeds of conveyance where a rent- 
charge forms the consideration or part of the consideration, and 
have been in communication With the commissioners on the 
subject. The council are of opinion that the view taken by the 
commissioners is Correct—viz., that duty is payable not aa on 

e ideration paid down, but also on the amount of the rent- 

ough they were aware that the contrary view has 
been widely held, and that until recently the commissioners have 
stamped deeds of the character in question without taking into 
account the amount of the real charge. It was pointed out by 
the council that it would be clearly impossible for solicitors to be 
able to look up all = transactions of this sort, and the commis- 
sioners were therefore asked to extend the privilege of paying 
the additional stamp duty without penalty on deeds dated before 
he 17th of September, 1894, which had been erroneously 
tamped, so. as to enable such deeds to have the proper stamps 
mn od on them without penalty on the occasion of the next 
ing for value with the property. The commissioners were 
reminded that in the year 1854, when it had been decided for 
the first time that goodwill was property on Which an aa valor 
ta rr D_oirt) TAG D DE paid, 

v. 






















Par. i & . , Be 
8. 19, ved he duty all d before the decision 
in Setler . The Inland Revenue was given. The council have 
a reply @ commissioners to the effect that, in 








view of the great number of such deeds and the difficulty in 
tracing them, the board would not adhere rigidly 
months’ limit for payment of the additional duty without penalty, 





















and nat if any OF LISSS UOCUMICNIsS, ted Delore he 17th of 
September, 1894, should at any future time be presented for 
stamping with additional duty, the board would be prepared to 


consider favourab nable cause for delay. This will, 
no doubt, be considered « satialactory solution Gt the difficulty. 


A FURTHER ORDER under the Local Government Act, 1894, has 
been issued by the Local Government Board, whose duties under 
that measure are certainly none of the lightest. Besides the 
numerous letters and circulars which the Board have addressed 
to the various local authorities affected by the Act, no less than 
seven general orders relating to elections and polls have now 
been issued. The latest of these is ‘‘ The Parish Meetings (Polls) 
Order, 1894,” and it is addressed to the county councils and to 
the overseers of every rural parish. It relates to the procedure 
to be followed upon a poll being demanded at a parish meeting 
(in any parish which will not be entitled to elect a parish 
council) “ with respect to the appointment to an office or to any 
other question.” The offices to 


which the parish meeting of # 

such jeatiol es will have power to appoint include the offices of 
chairman of the meeting for the year, of overseers, of an asgis- 

tag cme, ESS 22 Exnstoce of charities in_the place of roo 

seers or churchwardens. ong the questions which are to be — 
ecl y @ body are the adoption of any of the 
“‘ adoptive Acts,” the formation or dissolution of a school board, 
the giving of a consent to the stopping or diversion of a right of 


way, applications and complaints to the county or district council, 
and the place and time of assembly of the parish mecting. 


As to any one of these appointments and matters, and as to 
other questions too numerous (and too vague) to particularize, 
a poll may be demanded by ~~ one parodia | elector present 
a i Soting ; an ere are other questions upon 
which the demand may be made by a certain proportion of 
those electers. It ig — — itself, and not the Local 
Government Board, which makes it possible for one obstinate 
i to saddle his ps sh With & 













find at least, to be of 





comparatively small i portance (see the Ist schedule to the Act, 
rule 7). Moreover, the Act itself lets in upon any unfortunate 


little parish where a poll upon any of these matters has been 
taken all the flood of litigation suggested by the application 
of the provisions as to election petitions and offences at elec- 
tions contained in the Ballot Act, 1872, the Municipal Corpcra-: 
tions Act, 1882, and the Municipal Elections (Corrupt Practices) 
Act, 1884. These provisions are applied by section 48 of the 
Act to all elections under the Act, and sub-section (8) of that 
section makes the whole section applicable ‘‘in the case of 
every poll consequent on a parish meeting, as if it were a poll 
for the election of parish councillors,” but subject to any 
adaptations made by the rules of the Local Government Board. 





Tue Parish Mextines (Polls) Order does not appear in any 
way to exclude the application of these provisions in the case 
of a poll upon any question in respect of which a poll conse- 
quent on a parish meeting can be held. The enactments 
above referred to are applied by the order, with adapta- 
tions practically identical with those made by the orders 
relating to the elections of parish and district councillors 
and of guardians, modifications of the form of ballot paper 
being made in order to admit of voting upon questions to which 
the answer “ Yes” or ‘“‘ No” is to begiven. But in spite of the 
application of these enactments by the Act and rules, it is 
difficult to conceive how an election petition could be presented 
with reference to a decision of thevelectorate as to such a 

uestion as the time and place for holding the parish meeting. 

iven as regards so important a matter as the appointment of an 
assistant overseer, the elaborate provisions of the Acts of 1882 
and 1884 scarcely seem to be in proportion to the necessities of 
the subject-matter. And it is to be remembered that the 
parishes to which this order applies are those with a population 
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less than three hundred, and are idered 
to be too small to have the honour of electing 
The expenditure of the parish meeting in those 
limited to the produce of a sixpenny rate, 
under any adoptive Act. It is out of this 
of a poll must be defrayed, and it must be hoped that this 
of expenditure and the good sense of the electorate will prevent 
recourse being had to the power of squanderi ublic money 
in so unproductive a manner. It is to be noti t the order 
relates only to parishes not having a parish council, — 
even where that body is to exist many questions are left to 
arbitrament of the parish meeting, or of a poll consequent 
thereon. 





We are indebted to Messrs. O. J. Surrn & Gorton, of 12, 
Mark-lane, for information as to the details of the following 
case, in which a way seems to have been found for getting over 


the difficulty which so often arises when it becomes necessary | . 


to prove service of writ or notice of writin Germany. This is 
but one out of many cases of the kind that have come under 
our notice, and we recommend the facts to the per sage 
Law Society, in the hope that the council may ider the 
matter sufficiently important to warrant some action towards 


obtaining an alteration in the uirements of the lish 
court, or some modification as maths English legal 
of the rigid regulations of the German court against oaths. 


It is not right that this matter should be left in its present 

ition, because, although a way out of the deadlock has been 
ound in the case to which we are about to refer, it is one which, 
in its nature, could only be applied in an extreme case, and 
after failure of all efforts to meet the ordinary requirements of 
our courts. In the case referred to, a writ of summons was 
issued against a German subject at Munich. An order for 
leave to serve notice of the writ at Munich was duly obtained, 


and on the 11th of August, 1894, the plaintiff's solicitors sent | . 


the n papers to the British consul at Munich, asking 
him to have notice of the writ personally served and to get the 
process server to swear to the affidavit, a form of which was 
included cm. the papers. The British consul replied that he 
was not allowed to effect service of thé writ,-whieh-could, he 
said;~““be~ done only by the bailiff or sheriff’s officer under 
warratt from—the-couft.” ~“He-added-that-he-doubted “if wer: 
vicé by any other person than the officer of the court 
would be le This would, of course, be important, even 
if the English court considered service by anyone else 
sufficient, because if judgment were entered in E 
on such service, and it became necessary to on 
the judgment in Germany, the German court might refuse 
to owledge the validity of the judgment, After some fur- 
ther correspondence, the British consul gave the writ to = 
On 


German court bailiff, who served notice of bg nag 
indarsed upon the writ a certificate that he had done so. 
resenting the writ and certificate of service at the Central Office 
in London, the evidence of ice was held to be insufficient 
judgment in t. The was an vit or 
on, and could not therefore be received or filed as 
evidence. On the 24th of September the plaintiff's solicitor sent 
back the writ and certificate, with full ions as to the 
requirements of the English law, and 
English and German embodying the facts contained in the certi- 
ficate in the form required by English law. The only effect 
this was furthér correspondence, lasting till the 15th of 
e result of which may be summed up in the words of 
German court bailiff, that “it was impossible for him to 
eh yp sent, or, indeed, any other paper drawn up in 
words. The Bavarian law was — on that point.” 
then, was a complete deadlock. e English court insisted 
evidence which the German court had no power to give. 
uh tiff’s solicitor then applied to the judge in chamber 
e and ; : 
ndence. ie judge made an o: iving thé pinintifi 
ica to sign ‘dlaueet within eight Yaa Notice of the 
order to be sent by registered prepaid post letter to the defend- 
ant at his address in Munich.” The time occupied, 
in obtaining judgment in default for a simple contract debt 
was over two months. 
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of the following 
(inter alia) (A) When 
provisions of rule 5 of 
terms: ‘ Paid in on behalf of 
of above named (name of party),’ 
tender’). (B) en the money 
provisions of rule 6 of order 22, 
terms : nD i ca . 
named (name of party defence liability. 
— (No. 10), of 1 Pewee for Lodgment ” contains 
wing note :— 

“ one of the following statements in accordance with 
the circumstances : 

(A) ‘On behalf of defendant (state name) in satisfaction of 
claim of above named’ (state name of party), (or, ‘ with defence 


os Tae 2 
“(B) ‘On of defendant (state name), against claim of 
et tia (state name of party), ‘with defence 
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paragraphs of the counter-claim. The case affords a notable 
instance of “‘officialism’’ and ‘‘red-tapeism,” as well as of 
carelessness in the drafting of the rules. 





Accorpine To the judgment of the Court of Appeal in Rg 
Tagline. Time Tables Publishing ‘i (Limited) the issue of shares 
ats unt is absolutely prohibited. Recent~décisions have 

y Gt Such isstie 1s forbidden so far as relates to the 
adjustment of affairs between a company and its creditors, but 
in the present case all the creditors of the company had been 
satisfied, and it only remained to distribute the surplus assets 
among the shareholders. The articles of association provided 
that shares might be issued at a discount, and, further, in 
directing how surplus assets were to be distributed in the event 
of a winding up, a reservation was made of the rights of the 
holders of shares issued upon special conditions. Hence the 

question arose whether the issue at a discount was prohibited 


ye 


} so far as related to the adjustment of the rights of shareholders 
intér te. The same point was discuased in Ré Weymouth and 
Channel Islands Steam Packet Co, (39 W.R. 49; 1891, 1 Oh. 66), 
where, however, the issue of discount shares was not authorized 
by the articles, but only by special resolution. Upon a wind- 


ing up_of the compan , and distribution of surplus assets, 
N a J. held that the fully paid-up shares must, in the 
nee, be placed on a level with the discount shares, 

rt of Appeal affirmed his judgment. “Tt has 
béen-determined;” said Linbiey, TJ; “that a contract by 
a limited company to issue shares at a discount is not binding, 
and that a company could, notwithstanding such a resolution as 
this, compel all those who took shares upon the terms of it to 
pay them up in full.” Since that case the general principle that 
cannot be issued at a discount has been affirmed by the 
decision of the House of Lords in Ooregum Gold Mining Co. v. 
(41 W. R. 90; 1892, A. OC. 125), but in his judgment 

there Lord Herscue.t threw doubt upon its application under 
| the circumstances now in question. Without giving any final 
opinion on the point, he intimated that where a company had 
issued shares at a discount, it was not entitled to call upon the 
shareholders for any further payment beyond that agreed upon, 

) except in the case of a winding up, and then only so far as 
. mecessary for the discharge of the obligations of the company 
{ and the costs of the winding up. In the present case the Court 
of Appeal have left this intimation of opinion alone, and have 
followed their own previous decision in Re Weymouth Steam 

, Packet Co., but the matter is clearly one which should be con- 


pie 


1 


, sidered by the House of Lords. 





THE case of Guilford v. Lambeth, to which reference has 
gps been — thesecolumns (38 Sorrcrrors’ Journat, 
08; ante, p. 38), came before the Court of Appeal on the 21st 
iost. (reported elsewhere), when tie decision given by the 
Queen’s Bench Divisional Court was affirmed. It may now, 
therefore, be regarded as settled law that, provided the plain- 
i im indorsed on the writ does not extée , the 
” “claim for unliquidated damagés will not 
h Court of jurisdiction to remit the a ap 
county court under section 65 of the County 
Courts Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vict. c. 43), . 








The Lord Chancellor entertained at dinner on Friday, among other 
goesta, Mr. —, “esp: president of the Incorporated Law Society, and 


The Globe says that among the topics of conversation in court at the 
Chelmsford trial was the fact that in few weeks Mr. Baron Pollock will 
have completed twenty-one years’ service on the Bench, having been ap- 
ae @ Baron of the Exchequer in 1873. It was remarked how vigorous 

looked and how closely he watched every point in the case. Of the 

many anecdotes related of him during the periods of waiting was one 

ny illustrating his great dislike to try a caze involving a question of account. 

(On one occasion counsel, in opening his address, mentioned that bis 

lient’s husband had gone to his long account. ‘‘ What, what?’ caid the 

**T am not going to try a question of account. I shall refer this 
Explanations followed, and the case proceeded. 






‘ease. 


| of the piece in which he was playing so dramatic a part. 





THE SOUTHEND MURDER CASE. 


Tue Southend murder case has several claims to the attention of 
the legal profession. It offers an excellent proof of the value of 
indirect or circumstantial evidence as an agent for the detection 
and punishment of crime. It illustrates a somewhat novel 
tendency which our modern criminal procedure is developing. 
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It revives the old question as to the right of reply in criminal | 


cases. We propose to consider it in these three aspects in turn. 

The girl Frorence Dennis was murdered by a pistol shot in a 
field near Prittlewell on the night of Sunday, the 24th of June 
last, and the Crown s gested that Reap was the murderer, 
Direct evidence contac es there was none; moreover, of the 
indirect evidence that the Crown might have been expected to 
adduce, some was unreliable, while other portions were altogether 
wanting. It is easy to write an apologia shewing that Mrs, 
Ayriss was not the fiend in human shape whom Rzp’s counsel 
described. But no one can contend that her uncorroborated 
evidence could be regarded as trustworthy. Then, again, no 
pistol shot was heard on the night of the murder ; no proof was 
given that Reap had slept in Southend on the night before it; 
no bloodstains were found upon his clothes ; and even the corpus 
delicti was missing. How, then, was the crime brought home to 
him? Let us consider the evidence in its chronological order. 

First it was said that Reap had a motive for taking Florence 
Dennis’s life away. Then it was maintained that he had been 
seen, not only in Southend, but in the company of the murdered 
girl, on the fatal Sunday night. Lastly, it was contended that 
his conduct after the 24th of June pointed to his guilt. The 
motive alleged to have existed in Rzeap’s mind was his desire to 
conceal from Miss Kempron—the associate of his latest intrigue 
—his liaison with Frorence Dennis; coupled possibly with a 
subsidiary fear of exposure in the eyes of his wife and his 
employers, the Royal Albert Dock Co. That an intrigue had 
subsisted between him and the girl Dennis was proved by the 
evidence of Mrs. Ayriss and Mrs. Scumipr, corroborased by that 
of the mother of the murdered girl. One cannot doubt that on 
a mind of such proved viciousness as that of Rzap the desire to 
continue without interruption, or breach of harmony, a relation- 
ship in which his affection seems to have been deeply engaged, 
and which the threatened exposure of his intrigue with Dennis 
would at once have terminated, would operate with tremendous 
power. And if any independent evidence were necessary as to 
what he thought of the situation end the importance of keeping 
up his disguises, it will be found in the striking letter to Miss 
Kempton, in which he indicated his uneasiness about the A sgn 

en, 
if Fiorence Dennis was an obstacle in Reap’s way, was he 
with her on the night of the murder? It is not unimportant 
to notice that Frorence Dennis went out on the night of 
Sunday, the 24th, to keep an appointment, and that the appoint- 
ment was probably made by a letter which she had received 
the day before, at the very time when an answer from Reap to 
Mrs. Aynriss’s letter acquainting him with her sister’s condition 
might have been expected. Then we find that on Saturday, the 
23rd of June, Reap gets permission to break off work at the 
docks at one o’clock; that he leaves without ‘‘signing off” ; 
and that he travels by an afternoon train, carrying a black bag, 
as if going on a journey; that on the night of Sunday, the 
24th, he is identified in the neighbourhood of Prittlewell by 
Mrs. Kirpy, by Mr. Dowrnwarre (in company with the girl 
Dennis), and by the labourer Gotpinc, three independent 
witnesses, and that on the following morning he is seen 
and spoken to by a police constable, still not very far 
from Southend. The fact that two of these witnesses con- 
tradicted each other as to the colour of Reap’s dress when 
they saw him adds to their credibility instead of detracting 
from it. Lastly, we have Reav’s conduct after the 24th of 
June: his flight from the Albert Docks with £159 of his em- 
ployers’ money, and his withdrawal to Rose Cottage, Mitcham 
—where his address would be unknown to the friends of his 
victim—circumstances which were slight enough, perhaps, in 
themselves, but which, taken in conjunction with the rest of the 
evidence, presented a case against him on which the jury had no 
alternative but to return a verdict of guilty unless it was 
rebutted by the defence. Was it so rebutted? 
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And here we come to the second aspect of the Southend case 

to which we referred at the outset of this paper—viz., the some- 
what novel tendency which our modern criminal ure is 
developing in regard to the defence of prisoners. The matter 
may best be considered in the concrete. Rzap stood upon his 
/legal rights. He called upon the prosecutor to make out his 
case, and contented himself with criticizing, through his counsel, 
the evidence that had been adduced. The prosecutor in our 
opinion amply made out his case, and Rzap’s counsel utterly 
failed to shake it. But it is well worthy of consideration how 
far the comments made on the prisoner’s failure to set up an 
alibi were in accordance with the strict traditions of English 
Griminal law. It is for the Crown to prove its case, not for the 
prisoner to prove his innocence, and, in spite of Baron Pottock’s 
warning to the jury upon the point, it is difficult to doubt that 
the omission of the defence to give any account of his where- 
abouts on the night of the 24th of June must have influenced 
their minds adversely. And yet is there any possibility of ex- 
eluding considerations of this kind from the consideration of a 
jury in a criminal case? How can one help the burden of proof 
from shifting in the course of it? In order to effect this result 
it would be necessary, not only to have the law clear, but to 
alter the constitution of the human mind. 

The only other aspect in which the Southend case remains to 
péonsidered is in its bearing upon the question of a reply in 
oriminal cases. The objection taken by counsel for the defence 
to the Solicitor-General replying for the Crown was obviously 
untenable in view of the express ruling of the judges on the 
point in 1884, and we have difficulty in believing that it was 
expected to succeed, or was raised for any other reason than to 
blunt by anticipation the force of the reply. We are a little 
weary of this forensic weapon now. It has done regular duty 
in nearly every criminal cause célébre for some years, and we 
should not regret if the last word for which counsel for the 
defence are constantly clamouring were given to them. Nothin 
that we have ever read or heard of the working of the Seoteh 
system, of which this rule forms a part, leads us to dread its 
naturalization among ourselves. 











HOW TO AVOID ESTATE DUTY. 
I, 


Not immoral to avoid a tax.—There is nothing either illegal or 
immoral in dealing with property in such a manner as not 
to make it liable to a tax. If a man wishes to give a 
watch to his son, there are two manners in which he can 
carry his wishes into effect: he may, if he pleases, convey 
the watch by a deed, thus incurring the necessity of pay- 
ing for a stamp, or, if he prefers to oy any payment to 
Government, he may pass the property by delivery of the 
watch. In like manner a man can avoid the payment of estate 
duty on his death by the expedient of getting rid of it in his 
lifetime. We propose to discuss some few cases of common occur- 
rence. We need: hardly say that no respectable person would 
be guilty of defrauding the revenue; but we fear, judging by 
the schemes for evading estate duty which have ap in 
the newspapers, every one of which that has fallen under our 
notice is fraudulent, that we are rather in advance of public 
opinion. However this may be, we only intend to discuss 
schemes of a nature that a perfectly honest person may employ. 

The Finance Act, 1894, s. 2 (1) (¢).—The difficulty in avoiding 
estate duty by making gifts arises from the provisions of the 
Finance Act, 1894, s. 2 (1) (c), which provides that property 
“passing on the death of the deceased shall be deemed to include 
property which would be required, on the death of the deceased, 
to be included in an account under section 38 of the Customs 
and Inland Revenue Act, 1881, as amended by section 11 of the 
Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 1889, if those sections were 
herein enacted and extended to real property-as Wéll as personal 
property, and the words ‘voluntary’ and‘ voluntarily ” and a 
reference to a ‘Volunteer’ were omitted therefrom.” ; 

The section of the Act of 1881, as amended by the Act of 
et and the above-cited section of the Finance Act, runs as 
ollows :— 


** Any property taken as a donatio mortis causd made by any person dying 


——<____ 





‘enter into any honourable undertaking for the benefit of the 









j taken under « it 
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accrues by survivorehip on his death to much person 
the of any property, 
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expressed in writing or other 

instrument effecting the settlement, whether such deed or 

was made for valuable consideration or not as between the settlor and any 

other person, whereby an interest in an ee > life or any other 

determinable by reference to death 

bs fe n, to the settlor, or whereby the settlor may have to 
mself the right, by the exercise of any power, to restore to himself or 

to reclaim the absolute interest in such property.” 


Gifts made to avoid duty.— Where a man is ae one 
to property, whether real or personal, there is no difficulty in 
avoiding estate duty; all that he has to do is to transfer the 
roperty to th fenc > beneli nd te 









; if hie dia ; year, 

or if he retains a& life interest or an interest for any other 

iod determinable by reference to death, or if he reserves to 

Fimselt the right, by the exercise of any power, to restore to 

himself or to reclaim the absolute interest in the property, 
— duty will be payable on his death and the scheme 
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tion of possession and enjoyment only apply to those things 

that can be or enjoyed. It is impossible to 

Consols ; therefore, if Oonsols are to a 

onee, no duty will be payable on the death of the donor 

merely because the donee did not take possession of them. It 
is impossible to enjoy a reversio chose in action ; therefore no 


The words “or otherwise” in the ie “to the entire 
exclusion of the donor or of any benefit to him by contract or 
othetwise,” are perhaps somewhat difficult to be understood. 
They @ to include i or honourable under- 

tage which"are not entOrseable at law oF im equity. But 
however may as to 
the meaning of the words has been obtained for the donee to 


donor, even if it be one which cannot be enforced. 

Law of gifts inter vivos.—The law as to gifts is discussed at 
length in a series of articles, ‘‘ Gifts inter vivos,” in the 3ist 
volume of this journal, and in Goodeve’s Modern Law 


Personal Pro 3rd ed.). The 
law as to a soo cae ae ee 
above referred to: (1) Where a gift is imperfect the donee 
cannot be compelled to perfect i 
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transfer of the . Bute transfer of the equitable 
interest is sufficient. may be effected in two manners : 
First, if the donor has an interest only, it suffices 
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Pt for him to transfer that interest; second, if the donee has 
: the legal interest, it suffices if he effectually constitutes himself 
ie @ trustee for the donee, but in the latter case, if the donor 
4 ineffectually attempts to pass the legal estate, and has not 
effectually constituted himself a trustee, the donee takes 


A gift of specific chattels by deed vests them in the donee 


| subject to his right to refuse the gift. In order to make an 
without deed there must be 
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deli: f them to the donee sud acce of them by him. 
Wo sen eet the possession Of = Dallee or 
. alt trespasser, a mere Sep ssion of spi a the pot - the 
z chattel to give i @ person in whose hands it is wed by 








ee if the bailee, at the request of the bailor, delivers the chattel 
the donee and the latter accepts it, the gift is effectual ; the 
) former of these two propositions is probably true, though there 
4 is no authority for it. 

The delivery of a negotiable instrument to the donee, 
indorsed if necessary by the donor, operates as a gift if such 
is the intention. There is, howeveran_exoeptionin_tha_aape 
of § cheque drawn Py the donor on his-oun—hankers_and_gixen 
a to the donee, for this is merely an order to the bankers to pay 
; Ae And is TevVOc! 
ose in action is or was formerly assignable in equity 
' only, the delivery of the instrument creating it as a gift to the 
donee does not amount per se to a gift of the money secured ; 
but it must not be assumed that the donee takes nothing by the 

gift; the instrument valor to him, and therefore as, generally 
speaking, the person to whom the money belongs cannot recover 
it without the production of the instrument, the donee is enabled 
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Pp : y Beds apa’ (rom n6 charge. 
transfer the right to the deeds by transferring the charge. 

Where a creditor hands to the debtor an instrument creating 
a legal debt, and probably if he cancels the instrument without 
handing it to the debtor, the debt is extinguished at law. A 
debt cannot be released merely by forgiveness, unless it is gone 
at law, for equity will not assist a volunteer. 

A chose in action which is transferable only in a statutory 
4 manner _can only be given by a transfer in that manner. 

: Where a father alee @ purchase in the name of a child, or 

in the names of the child and himself, or of the child and 

another n, the presumption is that the purchase was a gif 


t 

to the child; but where the purchase is made by the mother, 

\\ the prosumptio n is the other way. Similarly, where a husband 

makes @ purchase in the name of his wife, or in their joint 
names, the presumption is that it operates as a gift to her. 
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REVIEWS. 
LEGAL DIARY. 


Watertow Bros. & Layton’s Lecat DrarRy AND ALMANAC FOR 
1894, CONTAINING A List oF Stamp Duties From 1804 TO THE 
PREsENT TIME, WITH REGULATIONS AS TO STAMPING AND ALLOW- 
ANCE FoR Sportt Stamps, A Diary FOR EVERY Day IN THE YEAR, 
SUGGESTIONS ON REGISTERING AND FiLinG DEEDS AND PAPERS AT 
PuBLic OFricEs, TABLE OF SUCCESSION TO REAL AND PERSONAL 
PROPERTY, PAPERS ON THE PREPARATION OF LEGACY AND Svuc- 
CESSION ACCOUNTS, AND NoTEs AS TO PRELIMINARY, INTER- 
MEDIATE, AND FINAL EXAMINATION OF ARTICLED CLERKS, A LIST 
or Law REPORTS WITH THEIR ABBREVIATIONS AND DATES, AN 
INDEX TO THE PusLIc GENERAL Acts OF LAST SEssion, List OF 
LONDON AND Provincial BARRISTERS AND LONDON AND COUNTRY 
SOLICITORS, WITH APPOINTMENTS, AGENTs, &¢. London: 
Waterlow Bros. & Layton (Limited). 


We accidentally omitted to notice last week the issue for the present 
year of this excellent diary. The paper is good; there are cash 
columns to each of the diary, all the pages are numbered, and, 
what is a very valuable addition, there is an index to the diary entries 











arranged under letters, with a marginal 
letter of the index to be turned up at once. In addition to this the 





diary contains full lists of barristers and solicitors, and all the usual 4 


information in works of this character. 





CORRESPONDENCE. 
REFORM IN LAND TRANSFER. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 

Sir,—In answer to your correspondents on certain points affecting 
my scheme, I have to say: 

(1) I intended to express that for the purpose of a settlement, the 
restriction on disposition should be by proviso in the conveyance. It 
should continue only during the life of the equitable tenant for life 
(i.e., the person who has the fee). His real representative would pass 
on the fee to the proper person and with the proper restrictions, just 
as the personal representative now passes on stock of a surviving 
trustee. 

(2) The power of appointing new trustees is usually given to the 
tenant for life, and he might be allowed to substitute new persons 
for the purpose of the restriction, who ought to be trustees duly 
appointed. If this be considered as giving too much power to eject 
a trustee, the consent of one or more of the other trustees or of the 
real representative of any one of these might be permitted. In some 
cases an order of the court would be necessary, as at present. 

(3) Publicity of entries on the distri ister can be prevented 
by enacting that no list of entries should be printed or published 
under a penalty, and by rules requiring good reason for search to be 
shewn. I believe all the existing registers, except the register of 
titles, are open to search by anyone. 

November 21. 





Epwarp P. WoLsTENHOLME. 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—Distringas ap to be an important factor in the ssheme 
proposed by Mr. Wolstenholme. At present, in this district, and I 
suppose in other country districts as , it is found that all searches 
may be safely neglected, and in practice none are ever made. If any 
change in the law should render searches in London necessary in 
every case, it will materially increase the cost, delay, and difficulty in 
dealing with small properties, and, therefore, there will be a very 
strong objection to any proposal that rests to a | material extent 
on any scheme of distringas, which cannot be worked without involv- 
ing searches in London. I do not urge this objection is an a . 
able bar to the introduction of several of the alterations suggested by 
Mr. Wolstenholme, most of which would be an undoubted public 
benefit, but it must not be lost sight of. 

The object of conveyancing reform, especially in agricultural 
districts, is to make the transfer of small properties from hand to hand 
easier than it has been in the , and equitable owners must not be 
protected in such a way as to increase the difficulty of absolute owners 
dealing with property. If they are, then the change will not have 
the desired effect. . E. P. Riwey. 

Ipswich, 21st November. 





SETTLEMENT ESTATE DUTY, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 


Sir,—Would you allow me to make a few observations upon the 
letter from your correspondents “‘ C. & 8.,” appearing in your issue of 
the 10th inst.? With all deference to the authorities at Somerset 
House (with whom in your remarks 9 the head of “ — 
Topics” you a r malgré vous to agree), I venture to sugges 
ihe view oak pate by “C, & 8.,” and not the view put forward 
by Somerset House, is correct. Under section 5 (1) of the Finance 
Act, 1894, a one per cent. duty, called settlement estate duty, is 
charged in the case of ‘‘ property in respect of which estate duty is 
leviable” (i.¢., with certain exceptions, all ye ig | pasaing on the 
death of the deceased) settled by the will of the deceased “‘ on the 

rincipal value of the settled .” The only property, there- 
ore, upon which the settlement estate duty falls is the “settled 
property,” or in other words the property which, under or by virtue 
of the will, is to devolve upon persons by way of succession on 
section 22 (1) (hk) (i) of the Act). This property is in point of 
chargeable with settlement estate duty, as was stated by Sir W. V. 
Harcourt in his Budget speech on the 16th of April, 1894, in order 
that there may be some equivalent for the loss arising to the Revenue 
by reason of the provisions of section 5 (2) of the Finance Act, under 
which settled property (or, as I have it, property devolving 
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death, or had been at some time during the continuance of the settle- 
ment, competent to — of the property. Now the 

put forward by the Somerset House authorities that “ t 
estate duty covers the same area as the estate duty ”’ is, as _— 
to me, inconsistent with the provisions of the Act as to the ence 
of settlement estate duty. No doubt when the oe of the settled 
property (i.e, to use the expression of the ue authorities, 
the area of taxation covered by the settlement estate duty) has once 
been arrived at, the value of that quantum must be ascertained in the 
manner indicated in section 7 of the Act. But in other respects the 
quantum chargeable with the settlement estate duty has not neces- 
sarily any connection with the quantum charged with estate duty. 

Let me illustrate my meaning by an example. A. dies possessed 
of £10,000 ; he leaves debts, which may be deducted under 
section 7 (1), amounting to £500, and he bequeaths legacies free of 
legacy duty to the extent of £5,000. The estate duty one ae per 
cent. on £9,500) comes to £285, and the legacy duty on the legacies 
to £150, the testamentary expenses amount to £100, and the debts 
which cannot be ded under section 7 (1) to £1,000. A. settles his 
residuary estate upon B. and his children. Itis, I think, obvious that 
the sum in this case which will ultimately devolve as settled residue 
is £9,500 — £6,535 (i.e., the amount of the particulars given above 
other than the £500 debts)—or £2,965, which is the sum, as I main- 
tain, that is chargeable with settlement estate duty. The quantum, 
however, charged with (or the area covered by) estate duty is £9,500. 
According, therefore, to the Revenue authorities, inasmuch as settle- 
ment estate — covers the same area of taxation as the estate duty, 
it ought logically to be charged on the whole £9,500. This is, I 
venture to think, a reductio ad absurdum, and, i the Revenue 
authorities do not themselves accept the conclusion, inasmuch as they 
illogically informed your correspondents that in the case put by 
them the small ific legacies, together with the legacy duty 
thereon, might be deducted. 

The view that I would put forward is that in each case the ques- 
tion to be considered is, What is the quantum which, under or by 
virtue of the will, is to devolve upon persons in succession? In the 
example I have already given it seems to be obvious that the pro- 
perty which is to devolve upon certain beneficiaries in succession does 
not include the legacies, or the estate duty, or the legacy duty on the 
legacies, or the testamentary expenses, or the debts which cannot be 
deducted under section 7 (1). If this is so, these last-mentioned par- 
ticulars must all be deducted before the quantum chargeable with 
settlement estate duty can be arrived at. 


By section 5 (1) of the Act it is no doubt provided that setile- 
ment estate duty is to be a further estate duty. But the effect of 
that provision is, I submit, to put settlement estate for the 
of recovery and the like on the same footing as estate duty, ~| not 
(as the Somerset House authorities seem to 
quantum upon which the settlement estate duty is in terms imposed. 

J. AUSTEN-CARTMELL, 

Lincoln’s-inn, Nov. 15. 


THE ANNUAL PRACTICE, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—Will you pardon me if I refer to your criticisms in your issue 
of the 3rd inst. on the Annual Practice for 1895, in the perfection of 
which every member of the profession who has contentious 
so deeply interested? Passing over your reference to the need of 
rearrangement, as of less importance in view of the excellent index to 
the vat cannot help feeling that it is to the interest of solicitors 
particularly (for whom, I take it, you mainly write) that short notes 
of substantive law connected with practice should remain in the 
Annual Practice. How the Judicature Act, 1873 (to which you par- 
ticularly refer) could be printed without some annotations 
of the text, I fail to see. And if so, section 25 almost demands short 
notes as to “‘ waste,” ‘‘merger,” and the like, and if later cases 
thereon than would appear in most text-books are referred to, so 
much the better. 

And so throughout the book. It must be borne in mind tha 


solicitors ot afford the time to annotate their text-books of law 
with the recent cases in the reports, nor can they keep, as a rule, a 
large library| brought up to date, such as a barrister is bound to 


E 


keep. And if uently happens that an action involving a 
amount will ‘not a long investigation of authorities; “ 
individual and social interests require a y decision,” as you 
from Mr. Best in the same issue at p. 7. If this is so at the tri 
the action, it is equally true at the initial stage in deciding on the 
form in which action shall be brought when in a small case costs 
thrown away may defeat the client’s interests entirely. Take, for 
instance, the illustration of instructions being to sue for, say, 
£26 on a cheque given by one of two joint contractors. It 


af 


half a day in hunting up cases, nor would the case bear counsel's 
opinion, The Practice at once the practitioner on the 
track by referring him to the most cases (¢.g., Wegg-Prosser v 


to the bearing on the case, and find out what effect judgment 

woder'orber 14 om thn cheqes would have om Ge righis aqui the 

Tnstenoes might be iodefaitely but I hope I have 
m™m 

shewn that in my experience, which I feel is that of solicitors 


in practice, it is important that the Annual Practice 
short notes of substantive lew affecting actions, although not exactly 


relating to practice and simple. The line may be difficult to 
draw thers to stop, but I do not think the Annual Practice has 
seriously exceeded it. 

November 20. A Crry Soricrror 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
REG. v. JUSTICES OF ESSEX—No. 1, 14th November. 


Poor Rars—ArrsaL—Cosrs—AssessMEnt ComMITTEE—RIGHT TO APPRAR AS 
ResponpENTs—Oonsent oF Gvuarpians OonprTion Precepent—UNton 
Asszssment Commerrae Amunpment Acr, 1864 (27 & 28 Vicr. c. 39), 8. 2. 


A from the Queen’s Bench Division (Mathew and Day, JJ.) 
a to the justices of Essex to direct 4 


i?) peace 
West ham Union in the matter 0) 
Council against certain poor Tutes. ‘ 5 ity 
s of certain sewage and ment committee 
of th ruardians of the union unc ctior 0 4 
Commiti imendment ict, 180+ 0 appear as 
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) to enlarge the | respi 


ice is on 


assessment committee appealed. 

orn Court (Lord Esxzr, M.R., and Lorzs and Riosy, L.JJ.) dismissed 
Lord Esuzn, M.R., said that the question turned upon the construction 
of section 2 of the aie ae Committee Seenieaee At 1864, 


Lorzgs and Riesy, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsm, Jef, Q.0., and 2. 
Morten ; Bosar.quet, Q.C., and Wedderburn. + nina Bc W. A. 
Blazland. 





not serve the purposes of expedition or justice if a practitioner spent 


(Reported by W. F. Banny, Barrister-at-Law.) 
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ATTORNEY-GENERAL ». WORRALL—No. 1, 15th November. 


Rsvenus—Sramup Dury on Accounts—VotvuntTary Disposrrion—‘‘ Girt? — 
Revzass or Mortcace Denr—Covenant To PAY ANNUITY TO RELEASOR— 
Customs anp Intann Revenve Acts, 1881 (44 & 45 Vicr. c. 12), s. 38, 
SUB-SECTION 2 (A); anv 1889 (52 & 53 Vicr. c. 7), s. 11, sus-sgcrron 1. 


Appeal from the judgment of the Queen’s Bench Division (38 Sotcrrors’ 
JourNAaL, 351) in favour of the Crown on an information by the Attorney- 
account stamp duty and estate dut oy as faticaboe 
m to) e 13th of May, , certain hereditaments were con- 
veyed to James Worrall, the father of the defendant, to secure £26,150 
and interest. A foreclosure action was instituted by James Worrall, and 
the usual foreclosure order was made, but before the expiration of the six 
months allowed to the mortgagors for redeeming, an indenture dated the 
12th of January, 1886, was made between James Worrall, the mortgagors, 
and the defendant, by which, after reciting that £23,924 15s. 2d. re- 
mained due on the mortgage security, and that the defendant had 
to purchase the mortgaged hereditaments for the sum of £24,500, and 
that James Worrall had to release the premises from the mortgage 
debt in consideration of the covenant by the defendant thereinafter con- 
tained, it was witnessed that in consideration of £575 4s. 10d. (the 
difference between the sum due -_ the mortgage and the price agreed 
to be yee by the defendant) paid by the defendant to the mortgagors, 
and of the covenant by the defendant contained in the said indenture, 
such covenant being accepted by James Worrall in satisfaction of his 
wentang debt, from which he thereby released the mortgagors, James 
Wi and the mortgagors conveyed the mortgaged premises to the 
defendant in fee simple, freed and_discharged from the indenture of the 
13th of May 1881, and of the princi moneys an erest secured 
thereby ; and the defendant covenanted that he would, during the life of 
James Worralt ens &: dv. ames 
Worrall died in Isyv. ne information 2 at the transaction 
carried out by the deed of the 12th of Jan , 1886, was one of gift and 
not of purchase, and that James Worrall thereby gave tho detentoant the 
mortgage debt, reserving a benefit by way of contract to the extent of the 
annual sum of £7: is life. A claim was accordingly made for 
account stamp duty and estate duty on the sum of £23,924 15s. 2d. under 

















j 44 & 45 Vict. c. 12 and 52 & 53 Vict. c. 7. Section 38, sub-sections 1 and 2 


(a), of 44 & 45 Vict. c. 12 provides that account stamp duty shall be paid 
u mal or movable property “‘taken . . . under a voluntary 
dlepostion made by any person so dying’’—i.¢., after the lst of June, 
1881—“‘ purporting to operate as an immediate gift inter vivos, whether by 
way of transfer, delivery, declaration of trust, or otherwise, which shall 
not have been bond fide made three months before the death of the 
deceased.”’ That section was extended by section 11, sub-section 1, of 
52 & 53 Vict. c. 7 as follows: ‘‘The description of property marked (a) 
shall be read as if the word ‘ twelve’ were substituted for the word ‘three’ 
therein, and the said description of property shall include property taken 
under any gift, wheneve bond fide possession and 


ceforward retained to the enti donor 


Jette shajl not have been assumed by the donee immediately upon 


’ 
or of any bene im Dy con’ or otherwise.’’ The Divisional Court 
gave judgment for the Crown. 
Tus Covrr (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Loresand A. L. Sarr, L.JJ.) dis- 
missed the appeal. 
Lord Esuer, M.R., said that in cases of that kind the court had to 
determine w real transaction was & from the legal phraseology 
é father, as mo ‘ e legal é land, and the 
jee ne had the equitable estate. The father obtained an order for 
, and the mortgagors had their six months within which to 
redeem, during which time the father would only have a right to be paid 
the é@ mo es, and would not have the equitable 


é mo! y- @ son 











oe the equity oT solemn tion from the mortgagors for 
£575 4s. 10d., and the father gave the auectanae debt to the son, and 
thus the son obtained the Tand 1 freed from the mortgage, and the son 
covenanted to pay the father an annuity of £575. That was the true 
nature of the transaction, and it came within section 11, sub-section 1, of 
the Act of 1889. The property transferred by the father to the son was 
personal ~ y, and there was a ‘‘ gift’ of this property within the 
ng oO. e ET ets abner tO 
























é SMITH, l.JJ., concurred. ouNSEL, Sir FR. 7. Reid, 
A.G., and Vaughan Hawkins ; Byrne, Q O0., T. W. Chitty; and F. Newbolt. 
Soxtcrrors, Solicitor of Inland Revenue; Byrne § Blakiston, for Slater, Heelis, 
§ Co., Manchester. 
[Reported by W. F. Ranny, Barrister-at-Law. } 


GUILFORD v. LAMBETH—No. 1, 21st November. 

County Covurt—Power to remit Action To Country Courtr—CounTEr- 
CLAIM FoR Untiquipatep Damaces—County Covrts Act, 1888 (51 & 52 
Vier. c. 43), s. 65. 

This was an appeal from a decision of a divisional court refusing to 
interfere with an order remitting the action to the County Court of North- 








ampton under section 65 of the County Courts Act, 1888. The action was 
brought in the h Court to recover £32, the price of a horse sold by the 
to the defendant. On the 29th of June, 1894, an order was made 


a@ master at chambers, on-the plaintiff's application, remitting the 


defendant delivered a defence a counter-claim, which alleged that the ~ 
horse had been sold with a wafranty that it was quiet, whereas it was not ~ 
quiet but unmanageable, andj the defendant claimed £35 damages. On © 
the 4th of July the appeal came on before Mathew, J., wh» affirmed the © 
order of the master. Ana by the defendant to the Divisional Cour © 
(Hawkins and Lawrance, JJ.) was dismissed. The defendant appealed to ~ 
the Court of Appeal. It was argued that there was no jurisdiction to © 
remit to the county court an action in which the defendant had counter- ~ 
ciaimed for unliquidated damages. Mackay v. Bannister (34 W. R. 121, 


16 Q. B. D. 174) and Bassett v. (42 W. R. 663; 1894, 2 Q B. 332) | 
were cited. 6 hk an/ € ‘hevm wolual ? apa: 
Tue Covrt (Lord Esuzr, M.R., Lopzs and Ricrr, L JJ.) dismissed ~ 





the appeal, holding that under section 65 of the County Courts Act, 1888, 










there was clearly jurisdiction to remit an action, even though the defend- | 4 
ant a B.—UOUNSBL, ume 
7 or . SOLICITORS, ewsaon ; Pitman § Sons, for 


hams ; 
C. W. Lane, Kettering. 
[Reported by F. G. Rucker, Barrister-at-Law. } 


NEW v. BURNS—No. 2, 17th November. 


Pracrice—Evipence—Forz1en DerenpaAnt—CommMission TO TAKE Evi- 
DENCE ABROAD—DEvENDANT TEMPORARILY WITHIN JURISDICTION. 


This was an appeal from the decision of Day, J., who, dismissing an 
appeal from the master, refused to order a commission to issue to Bathurst, 
in Canada, for the examindtion of the defen and other witnesses. ‘The 
defendant was chairman of a Cgnadian company, the Coraquet Railway 
Co , and the action was brought against him by two bondholders of the 
company for alleged fraudulent misrepresentations contained in a prospec- } 
tus ed in London inviting persons to subscribe for mortgage bonds. 
The alleged misrepresentations related to the cost of the railway, the 
amount of the uncalled capital, and the probable revenue per mile. The 
defendant was also contractor of the way. He resided at Bathurst, 
and had no residence in England. The writ was issued in February, 1891, 
and was served upon the defendant, who + >? to be in England at 
that time. Negotiations were entered into with a view to a settlement; 
and in March, 1894, the defendant came over to England in consequence 
of these negotiations. No settlement, however, was arrived at;and he 
returned to Canada in April. Notice of trial was given in June, 1°?4, 

a : fel on a & 0 






nd. The plaintiffs pointed out that the 
the defendant in England, and contended that he should have submitted 
himself to examination before an examiner when he was in London in 
March, 1894, Day, J., adopted the latter view, and refused the commis- 
sion. The defendant appealed. 
Tue Court (Linpiey and A. L. Sarr, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 
Linvtey, L.J., thought the court ought not to refuse a commission. It 
was merely by a lucky accident that the plaintiffs were enabled to launch 
the action in this country at all. The defendant was a Canadian subject, 
and, but for this lucky accident, the plaintiffs’ must have fone to Canads 
“ Unue Tes Circumstances Was no or e defendan 0 
y he should not come to England, but for the plaintiffs to shew 
why he should. The defendant had not gone back to Canada to escape 
justice, but had one home because the negotiations had tallen througt-—T he 
e pringiple ‘was Tightly—stated—by-OBitty, J. in Ross v. Woodford 
ft W. R. 188; 1894, 1 Ch. 38). There was a muterial difference between 
the case of a foneiga laintiff and reig ant. 
9 - led 




























au ! Tindal Alt- 


- Lie 0. " SE m Us 
kinson ; Murphy, Q.0., and Fitzgerald. Sorrcrrors, Morgan § Harrison; G. 
H. § 8. Brandon. 

[Reported by Arnotp Groves, Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re GRAHAM’S ESTATE, GRAHAM v. NOAKES — Chitty, J., Ist 
November. 


Recetver—Regaut Estare—Rents anp Prorirs—RecoGnizaicE—DeEravuLt— 
Lraniiry ory Suretres—Extent—Recerrt or Fire Insurance Mongy— 
Mongy vor Reparrs—Drvipenps on Investep Procegps or Sauz or Rgat 
EsTaTg& ZIABLE TO BE REINVESTED. 














neces rsh) , bhe receiver 
ving mi ae UeTault. e ead as the 4 was that Henry 
Breton had been appointed ‘‘ Receiver of the rents and profits of cheval 
estate of the ames Graham, the testator,’’ in the above action 


the condition of the bond was that ‘‘if he should duly account for ali and 


every the sum and sums of money which he should so receive on account ~ 


of the rents and profits of the real estate of the said testator, and duly pay 
the balances certified to be due,’’ &c., then the above recognizance should 


be void. The receiver made default and absconded, and the question { q 














arose in the accounts whether certain items could be charged 
against the sureties. . The eties 5 20 the jurisdiction of the 
court in the above acti o enforce pnd 

p Z : suret he items 





were as follows : em J ure e & 
farms in his own name, describing bimself in the policy as receiver of the 
rents and profits of the real estute of James Graham, deceased, and charged 





action to the county court. On the 2nd of July the defendant served on 
the plaintiff notice of appeal to the judge. On the 3rd of July the 





the premiums in his accounts. A fire having happened, he received the © 
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insurance money. Items 11, 28, 42. The receiver under orders received 
several sums out of court, being dividends accrued from Consols, proceeds 
of eale of part of testator’s real estate which was mgood | the court pending 
the action and after the order appointing the ver, the purchase- 
money being paid into court toa separate account. The sale was made 
under a power in the will with a trust to reinvest in land. Item 37. 
Under an order of August, 1893, the receiver received out of court £220 to 
be applied in repairs of the real estate. The fund was taken out of the 
personal estate account. The receiver only applied £199, leaving a 
balance of £21 in his hands. The sureties contended that none of these 
items fell within the scope of the order and izance as rents and 
profits of real estate, and that they were not answerable for the receiver's 
receipts of such items: Dawson v. Raynes (2 R. 466), Maunsell v. Egan (3 
J. & L. 251), Re Lockey (1 Ph. 509). 

Currty, J., after observing that the izance was in the modern 
form (Rules of the Supreme Court, App. L., Form 21), said the question 
was on what —- the account was to be taken against the sureties. 
It was clear that at common law, where there had been default on the part 
of the receiver, the whole penalty of the recognizance was recoverable. If 
authority was ey oe for that proposition, it was to be found in the 
certificate of the King’s Bench in Dawson v. Raynes (2 R. 466, 468), where 
the judges certified: ‘‘ We are of opinion that if there has been any 
breach of the condition of this recognizance, the penalty is the debt at 
law, and the question of interest does not arise at og It was the 

ice put lorce_£ 










; ances, ald applied, hot the princi , but 
the principles of equity to the account, and considered whatitems the sureties 
ought to be relieved from. The principle was correctly stated in Kerr on 
Receivers, p. 217 (3rd ed.). In Dawson v. Raynes the Lord Chancellor 

inted out that the penalty was forfeited by the breach of the condition, 
but considered the question whether he should charge interest on the 
balance due from the receiver as against the sureties, and in the special 
circumstances of that case he relieved the sureties from the penalty of the 
bond so far as it extended to the interest. Having now stated the 
princivle, his lordship was in a position to deal with the particular 
items. As to item 35, it appeared that the receiver insured the real estate 
in hic own name, and received the insurance money, a portion of which he 
misapplied. He had been allowed the premiums in passing his former 


- accounts, the policy being referred to on the account, and his lordship 


thought the court had thereby justified the insurance in the receiver’s own 
name. The chief clerks had informed his lordship that it was the practice 
of receivers to insure, but they were unaware whether it was usual for 
them to insure in their own names, as in many cases there was an old 
insurance policy which was kept up. His lordship thought it was right 
for the receiver to keep the insurance on foot and receive the policy 
money. He received it gud receiver, on which footing the policy was 
granted. Of course, if a receiver over-insured and received the insurance 
money, the sureties could not be made liable for more than the amount of 
their recognizance. As the receiver would have been charged with the 
policy money, £0 also must the sureties to the extent named. Cases might 
occur which were quite outside the scope of the receivership order, but 
that was not so here. As to items 11, 28, and 42, acting under orders of 
the court the receiver received dividends on funds in court arising from 
the sale of land sold by order of the court and subject to be reinvested in 
land. This was within the scope of the receivership order, and the 
sureties ought not to be relieved of this item, which, having regard to the 
trust for reinvestment, was strictly profits of real estate. As to item 37, 
the sum paid to the receiver to be applied in repairs of the real estate, it 
fell within the exact scope of the receiver’s duty. Some thee rage he might 
do without coming to the court at all, but repairs generally clearly fell 
within the scope of the order, and the sureties could not be relieved. The 
certificate would be confirmed.—Covunset, Levett, Q.C., and Bramwell 
Davies; Byrne, Q.0., and Wilkinson. Sortcrrons, Arnould ¢ Son; Inder- 
maur & Brown. 
{Reported by G. Rowiayp Atston, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re TURNER, TURNER v. SPENCER—Chitty, J., 16th November. 


Srarure or Limrrations—Morrcace or Reversionary Propsrty—Pro- 
viso FOR RepEMPTION—CoVENANT—ARREARS OF InTEREsST—3 & 4 WiLL. 
4, c. 27, s. 42 


This was a summons in an administration action for Leper out of a 
share of a fund in court, consisting of the proceeds of realty and of per- 
sopalty which had been carried to the separate account of the mortgagees 
of the share and the trustee in liquidation of the mortgagor, to the trustee. 
The mortgaged property was reversionary, and the reversion had recently 
fallen “ oT ‘ate had since béen sold tn the admin- 
istration action. e proviso for redem was that, if the mortgagor 
should, on or before the death of the tenant for life, pay the principal 
tum ‘‘ with interest for the same in the meantime”’ at the epecitied rate, 
the mortgagees would reconvey. Then followed two distinct covenante, 
one for payment of the principal on the death of the life tenant, the other 
for payment of interest in the meantime at the specified rate. The proviso 
did not refer to the covenants. The question was whether the mortgagees 
were entitled by virtue of their mortgage security to_all the interest unpaid, 
which was more than six years’ interest, or only to six years’ interest. 
For the trustee 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 27, s. 42, was relied on, and the principle 
of Sutton v. Sutton (31 W. R. 369, 22 Ch. D. 511), followed in Fearnside v. 
Flint (31 W. R. 318, 22 Cu. D. 579), was maintained to be applicable. 
Currry, J., said that the proviso was a distinct contract, and there was 
no ground for importing into it the covenant for payment of interest. It 








was clear on that contract that 
any time before the death of the 
sum with interest in the meantime, and that the 
titled to institute any action to foreclosure or 
charge before the life tenant. 
wor —_ their poe be The Tice i te t of f 
gees to ‘orce ity. orm 
neither foreclosure nor he ciate =e the parties 
fund would be the athe w! 
action for foreclosure 
life tenant the m had t 
bound to pay all the interest un) 
mortgagees had brought an action to 
life tenant, they w have been entitled 
to the foreclosure. There was no statute 
leaded against the mortgagees in the only 
stituted ; the principal and interest on 
claimed by them under the until after the death of 
The court was asked to import the covenan 
the proviso for redemption for the — 
arrear, i.¢., to alter the express contract of the 
charge. The object and effect of a foreclosure suit was to recover 
mortgaged pro) . The distinction the ge and the pr 
sonal covenant exis' faicare 
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The modern p distinct th medies. His lord- 
hip Heid tha p ragee’s fr3i 7 q interes inpaid was ex- 
presely given by the ption clause, and was unaffected by any statute 
of limitations or principle of equity.—Counsri, Farwell, Q.C., and Butcher ; 
pew Q.0., and J. G. Wood. Soxtcrrons, 8. Seal; Flower, Nussey, 
lowes. 

ses es {Reported by J. F. Wauxy, Barrister-at-Law.} 

DAVIES ». THE TREHARRIS BREWERY CO. — Chitty, J., 2st 


November. 


Pracrice—Costs—Marriep Woman—Resrraint on Anricrration—Form 

A Oxpsr—Manrrrep Women’s Prorzrty Act, 1893 (56 & 57 Vicr. c. 

63), s. 2. 

An action for ific performance brought by a married woman was = _ 
Gubiaed eh wakes: On the as to how the order was to be 
— up, having regard to section 2 of the Married Women’s Property 

ct, 1893, 

Currry, J., directed that the 

















use unde rne € 5 -) 
49, Form 1).—Counsst, Levett, Q.C., an 

Soxrcrrons, Martyn § Martyn ; Bell, 
Brodrick, § Gray. 


{Reported by G. Row.axp Axsrow, Barrister-at-Law. } 
SANGUINETTI v. STUCKEY’S BANKING CO.—Chitty, J., 13th and 14th 
November. 





Bankruptcy — Votuntary Sxrr.ement—Avowance—Svusszqvent Incum- 
BRANCES—Parionitry—Banxrvrtcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), s. 47. a 
By a post-nuptial settlement in March, 1883, a tenant for life of settled 4 
property charged his interest with £800 per annum in favour of his wife q 
and children. Subsequently he gave the plaintiff an equitable charge on f 
his life interest. In February, 1885—i.¢., within two years after the date 
of the settlement—the settlor became bankrupt and the settlement y 
set aside as against the under 4 x 


Soo. ne i¥* RTO: 
claimed, as trustee the unsecured creditors, 
comprised in the settlement af rye to the 
same way as if the security for a 
annuity proved for: Cracknall v. Janson (6 Ch. D. 
The mo relied on Ez parte Payne, Re Cross 
539), follow Ez parte Leman, Re Barraud 
(cases where prior instrument was set aside 
the Bills of Sale Acts), and Fx parte Blaiberg (31 W. R. 
as shewing that the trustee ped ct 
brancers. 







to take £800 a year 4 
mortgagee 4 
been given u and the 1 
E Dig. eX 4 





























Co , for John Trevor-Davies, Sherborne; G. J. Coldham. 
(Reported by G. Row.axp Atsrox, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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Re HUME, FORBES v. HUME—Stirling, J., 14th November. 
Wiui—Cnarrry—Grer or Resrpvary Reat anp Psrsonan Estarz 10 

Cuantry supsect to Lire Inrerests—Deatx or TxsTaTRix AFTER 

Ppassinc oF Morrmarn Act, 1891—Mortmam anp CuanrraBte Uses 

Aor, 1888 (51 & 52 Vicr. c. 42), s. 4 (2), (3)—Morrmarmy anv Cuanirt- 

ABLE Uses Act, 1891 (54 & 55 Vier. oc. 73), 8. 5. 

This was an originating summons which sought the opinion of the 
court upon the question whether the real estate devised by the will of the 
testatrix, Mrs. Charlotte Hume, or the investments representing the 
same, would, upon the determination of certain life estates given by her 
will, go to the defendants, the Croydon Rescue and Preventive Associa- 
tion, or to af neuen The testatrix, by her will, dated the 24th of 
October, 1890, and bequeathed her residuary real and 
estate to trustees, upon trust cither to retain the eame in its actual state 
of investment, or to sell and convert the same into money, with full 
discretion to e such sale and conversion for such period as they 
should think fit. The testatrix then, after giving some pecuniary legacies, 
created certain life interests in the residue, and directed that, upon the 
ps of sslght be ke omen we ag yi her ang tee - 

thereof as t wfully applicable for the purpose, should go 
and belong to the charity known as the Croydon Rescue and Preventive 
Association, and in case such charity should have ceased to exist, then 
to the Croydon Hospital, and, subject as aforesaid, she declared that her 
trustees should hold the whole of her residuary estate in trust for the 
plaintiff. The ix di 1892. By section 4 (2) 
of the M - » 1b Was enac ev assurance of land 
to or for the benefit of any charitable uses ‘‘ must be made to take effect 
in possession for the charitable uses to or for the benefit of which it is 
made immediately from the making thereof.’’ Sub-section (3) provides 
that, except as therein mentioned, the assurance must be without any 
power of revocation, reservation, condition, or provision for the benefit of 
the assurer or of any person claiming under him. The plaintiff con- 
tended that the requirements of these sub-sections must still be complied 
with, ing the Mortmain and Charitable Uses Act, 1891, and 
— oe gift to the charity therefore failed as to such part of the 


0 estate as consisted of land. The Mo and Charitable Uses 
Ac! 891, was passed on the 5th of A > e 
of test: dying : date. Section 5 provides d 


pent " ded, or ya ep | of cnlthouunding use, but, 
as hereinafter provi such land shall, not tan anythi 
in the will con to the contrary, be sold within one year fon te 
death of the testator,’’ or such extended period as may be determined 
as therein mentioned. Counsel for the Croydon Rescue and Preventive 
Association contended that this section was inconsistent with section 4 
(2) and (3) of the Act of 1888, and must be treated as having 

those sub-sections ; and that the charitable gifts took effect under the 
Act of 1891. 

Smaetina, J., said the question was whether assurances of land by will 
to or for the benefit of a charitable use under section 5 of the Mortmain 
and Charitable Uses Act, 1891, are subject to any of the restrictions 
contained in section 4 of the Mortmain and Charitable Uses Act, 1888, 
and particularly to those imposed by sub-sections (2) and (3) of that 
. Part IT. of the Act of 1888 was in substan 


ce a re-enactment of 

land or hereditaments, or any estate or interest therein, or charges or 

lands or hereditaments, or of personal estate to be 

laid out in the purchase of lands or hereditaments, or any estate or interest 

therein, or any charge or incumbrance to or in trust for any charitable 

except in the manner and form therein provided, being by deed 

the requirements of the Act. The Act of 1891 appeared to 

ve passed with the object of restraining within narrower limits the 

of the prohibitory legislation of 9 Geo. 2, c. 36. The question 

_—_ case arose under section 5. [His lordship read sections 5 
inalienable 












I 


4 


These enactments were directed to preventing the increase of 
land by means of charitable gifts, and, in his view, the remedy 
was adequate for that purpose. Sub-sections (1), (2), (3), and 
6)of section 4 of the Act of 1888 were inconsistent with and must be 
as having been repealed by section 5 of the Act of 1891. It was 
that this repeal by implication did not extend to sub-sections (2) and 
but these were merely subsidiary to the object aimed at by sub-section 
), and naturally fell with the removal of the restriction imposed by that 
section. If the Act of 1891 had omitted to provide sny remedy for 
the mischief prevented by the Act of 1888, there ht be ground for 
a limited meaning on the wide terms of ion 5; but where a 
new and apparently adequate remedy was afforded, his lordship failed to 
see why section 5 should be read in a narrower sense than its 
The statutory Bo that land assured by will in favour 
of charities shall be sold within one year from the testator’s death was 
on as shewing that the estate or interest so assured must take effect 
that period. He was unable to follow that argument. A future 
in land might be sold no less than an immediate interest. More- 
a sale within one year was not, under the Act, absolutely imperative. 
lordship was, canelen, of opinion that the charitable gifts contained 
will of the testatrix were valid. The facts of the case brought it 
tego: yl (42 W. R. 179; 1894, 1 Ch. 297), but the point argued 
him not been raised in that case, and was not ¢ with in 
delivered in that case. His lordship thought that, if the 
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had been a sound one, it would not have escaped the attention 
the learned —— Counszt, Hastings, Q.C., and A, Young; 


amt Q.C., and : ; Mulligan. Soxticrrors, Last § Sons ; 
x. J. B. Benson ; Wet, King, PF ang Co. ; Patey ¢ Warren. , 
{Reported by Anwotp Grover, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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‘Eastbourne belonging to the said duke. The indenture contained a 





DUKE OF DEVONSHIRE v. SIMMONS AND ANOTHER—Stirling, J., 4 
16th November. . a 
CovENANT IN CONVEYANCE NOT TO USE PREMISES CONVEYED AS A PUBLIC-HOUSE 
orn BeersHop—Breacu or CovgNaANT—INTERLOCUTORY INJUNCTION. 
Motion. By an indenture, dated the 5th of July, 1880, the then Duke 
of Devonshire conveyed to one Frederick Tootle the premises the subject 
of this motion, the same being a part of very estates in the town of 


OQSEFZOoce eB ee STS Pees 


covenant by Frederick Tootle with the duke, his heirs and assigns, and 
the owner or owners for the time of Compton-place at Eastbourne, 
then and now the Ss > duke, that he, Frederick Tootle, 
his heirs, executors, rs, and assigns, would not, without the 
consent in writing of the said covenantees first obtained, ‘‘ use the said | 
premises as a public-houge or beoreneP or for on any offensive J ~ 
trade or business whatsoeyer.”’ ootle convey: 
Yi Sinises to the Gerendant Simmons, who covenanted with his vendor 
serve the conditions and covenants in the said indenture of the 5th of 
July, 1880, contained, and the said Simmons subsequently leased the said 
premises to the other defendant, Mrs. Harrison, who turned them into a 
private hotel, known as the Alexandra Hotel. In 1894 Mrs. Harrison 
applied for and obtained from the Eastbourne magistrates a licence in the 
or form to sell wines, its, and malt liquors to be consumed either 
on or off the premises; but the liceri granted subject to the { 
condition that no public bar should be erected in the Alexandra Hotel,! — 
and no r sold t to , and that there should be 
no é Outside public, an . Harrison gave an under- 
taking to the tes to that effect. This was an action to 
restrain the defendante from using the said Alexandra Hotel as 
a public-house or beershop, pe | the plaintiff now moved for 
an interlocutory injunction according to the terms of the writ. It 
was contended on behalf of the plaintiff that the carrying on of the 
Alexandra Hotel under the licence above mentioned was a breach of the 
covenant. Counsel relied on the word “ beershop,” and the defendant 
Harrison brought the case within the of the covenant by caning Sate 
on the premises : Bishop of St. Albans v. Battersby (3 Q. B. D. 359), 
and Suburban Land and Building Co. v. Field (16 Ch. D. 644), and Nicoll v. 
Fenning (30 W. R. 95, 19 Ch. D. 258). The fact that she did not sell beer 
to any person other than a guest staying in the hotel made no difference, 
and there was aclear breach of the covenant. For the defendantSimmons}| — 
it was argued that there was no case for an injunction him, as} — 
he was merely the lessor of the property and had not applied for the licence. 
For the defendant Harrison it. was submitted that the hotel was neither a 
public-house nor a beershop, as liquor was only sold to guests staying in 
the hotel, and not to the outside public. There was a difference between 
an and a public-house recognized by the Legislature (Inland Revenue 
Act, , 8. 43, -section 4). The taking out of a licence was not 
necessarily an ent of the covenant, and the plaintiff must shew 
clearly that the a of the defendant amounted to an infringement, 
which he had not done, before he was entitled to an injunction: Pease v. 
Coats (14 W. R. 1021, 2 Eq. 688). 
Srmume, J.—This question is one of some importance, both Farge | 
and in the particular locality of Eastbourne, where it appears that suc 
covenants are generally inserted in conveyances of the duke’s property. @ 
[His lordship read the covenant, and proceeded :—] The house in question 
has been, and still is, used as a private hotel : ye byte h- a dwelling- 
lace for persons who wished to live there. Until lately there was no 
cence, and it was impossible for the a gunned sell to travellers sta: 
in the house any intoxicating liquors, but recently an application has been 
made to the for a licence, which been granted to the 
defendant. Mrs. . If Mrs. Harrison should avail herself of the 
licence to the full extent there is no doubt that she would be guilty of a 
breach of the covenant, but on granting the licence the magistrates took 
from her an un not to use the premises except for the purpose 
of supplying visitors staying in the hotel. This undertaking is said not 
to be legally binding upon her, and this might be so, but, as it can be 
catieel by the refusal of the magistrates to renew the licence, it 
ana preane operates to prevent a breach, although, of course, there is no 
remedy in that. Moreover, counsel on her (the defendant’s) behalf 
offer to give the plaintiff an in similar terms to the one given 
to the magistrates. The real question to be considered is whether, if Mrs. 
Harrison confines the use of the licence to supplying guests staying in the 
house, she would be guilty of a breach of the covenant. In the first 
place, Would she be using the premises as a public-house? I am not a 
all satisfied that she would. The egislature in one of the Licensing Act 
has drawn a distinction betweer! hotel uses 
- 7 <a 


Inland Revenue Act o 880, s. 43, provid 
premises of the value of £50 or upwards it shall be prov. 
tion of ne es eS erat structurally adapted for 
use as an inn or hotel for the reception of guests and travellers desirous | 
of dwelling therein, and are mainly so used, the amount of duty to be ~ 
to retail spirits shall not exceed £20. Provided that the 
premises sor peaptepat nd ogee Seehen f  caelogh 
is set apart and as an public-house for the an 
consumption therein of liquors, and the annual value of such portion, 
opinion of the commissioners, exceeds £25.’’ Hence it seems to me 
that, if the defendant were to confine the use of the licence to the sale of 


uor to the Garten, she neas, ite opeien sf he Lape 
ton cin ie tented using the premises as a “ public-house.” 1 
am however, obliged to arrive now at a final conclusion upon this 
point, but I am not, as at present advised, satisfied that such a use of the 
would be a breach of the covenant not to use them as a “‘ public- = 
ouse.”” The next point is, have the premises been used as a “‘beer- 
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shop’? A ‘‘beershop’’ is a shop for the sale of beer. A “ 4! 









nas Deen ; 0 " Uedey 1D e Bishop . 
Battersby (3 Q. B. D. 359). It is said, however, the user of the house 
eee > staying in the house would not be using it as 
a ‘‘ beershop,’’ because a shop was a place hich ws Guan So She pubis 
at large. Iam not quite sure about that, but here IT am not 

to come to a final decision, as Mrs. Harrison is willing to undertake not to 
supply beer on the premises. Under these circumstances I think th 
proper order will be as follows :—‘‘ The defendant Mrs. Harrison under- 
taking not to sell beer, ale, porter, or other malt liquors upon the pre- 
mises, and also not to sell any other intoxicating —- except to guests 
and travellers staying in the hotel, no order against upon the motion, 
except that the costs would be costs in the action.”” With to the 
defendant Simmons, it has not been proved that Mrs. Harrison was his 
agent, or that he has in any way iy the covenant, and consequently 
there will be no order against him. otion refused.—CounseL, Rowden ; 
Graham Hastings, Q.C., and A. Whitaker. Souicrrons, Currey, Holland, § 
Ourrey ; F. Hatton, for Lewis, Eastbourne. 


[Reported by Anruur Morton, Barrister-at-Law. ]} 
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OLIVER v. ROBINS—Kekewich, J., 15th November. 


Oosts—Taxation—Party AND Party—ImMATERIAL Wrrngss—OVERCAUTION 
on Mistraxe—R. 8. O., LXYV., 27, sus-nvte, 29—Taxino Masrsr’s 
Discretion. 


, This was a summons to review the taxation of the defendant’s bill of 
co. 6 - e pla Gbyec y 
the di 8 witnesses, on the ground that the evidence given by him 


at the trial was wholly immaterial and useless, and that the defendant had 
incurred the expense of this witness through overcaution and mistake 
within the meaning of ord. 65, r. 27, sub-rule 29, and that it should not 
be allowed inst a losing party. The taxing master overruled the 
objection, stating that, having regard to the circumstances set forth in his 
answer, he adhered to his opinion that the evidence ought to be allowed. 

Kexewicn, J., said he did not think he had a because 
by the rule the matter was left to the discretion of the taxing master. He 
thought that the rule meant that the taxing master was to do his best, 
and in that case his discretion was conclusive. Matters of detail must be 
left to his discretion. The matters referred to in the rule were just such as 
the taxing master had the requisite materials for inquiry into. The = 
visions of that rule were founded on common sense and convenience. e 
court, of course, could go into the question whether or not the taxing 
master had properly considered the matter, and if the court thought he 
had not, the matter would, of course, be returned to him for reconsidera- 
tion. Even if he had jurisdiction, his lordship thought that it was not 
the province of the judge to go into matters of detail of this kind, which 
had been settled by the taxing master in the exercise of bis discretion. 
Summons .—Covunse., Eve; W. Baker. Soxtscrrors, 8. Pilley, for 
Criddle, Newcastle-on-Tyne; Williamson, Hill, §¢ Co., for Ingledew ¢ 
Daggett, Newcastle-on-Tyne. 

[Reported by F. T. Duxa, Barrister-at-Law.] 


BUDGETT v. BUDGETT—Kekewich, J., 27th October and 15th 
November. 


Costs—Taxation—Cory CorresPoNDENCE—D1screTIon or Taxinc Masrer 
—SraTuTe-BARRED Oosts—Ricut or Trusrers ro Pay anp Reta. 

These were cross-summonses issued to review taxation. In the action 
voluminous correspondence had been referred to, ee wor Aa a 
of thirty years, and amounting to 3,477 folios comprised 
and a considerable portion of it was read at the and entered as read. 
The ae See allowed only one-third of the costs of the copies of the 
correspon , a8 being all that in his judgment and on it was 
necessary and proper allow. The first summons asked that the costs 
of the whole rr might be allowed. The second summons 
raised the question whether trustees of the will of the testator in the cause 
were entitled to retain att, pay costs which they had incurred, but which 
were statute-barred. 

Kexewicu, J., said, as to the first summons, that it must be referred 
back to the taxing master, as it was a question of importance. He was 
strongly of opinion that in a large number of cases a copy of the cor- 
res ce was extremely useful, and if really useful counsel on both 
sides ought to have similar copies. Sometimes, however, correspondence 
was both incomplete and overburdened. In his lordship’s opinion, where 





Winding-up Cases. 
J. 
Re THE TUTIOORIN COTTON PRESA, 00. (LIM.)—Vanghan Williams, 


Company — SHAREHOLDER — Scorcn Sxzquzsrnaton — Decuassp Suanz- 
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Reservation 1x Scusme—Jornt-Srock Companres Anranosment Act, 
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the merits of the case turned on the correspondence a proper copy ought | ings, 


to be allowed. What was a proper copy was entirely a question for the 
taxing master, who must master the whole case and it from all 
the points of view: how the court and the counsel had dealt with 
it; what part of the correspondence, ha’ regard to all the circumstances 
of the case, was necessary and proper for the argument and decision. As 
to the second summons, the order directing taxation contained a direc- 
tion to ascertain the costs, &c., p ly incurred, and that the trustees 
were to pay and retain them ; that had been properly incurred 
peared the taxing master that they were proper to 
allowed if the court thought any sh be allowed. The costs were 
two classes : those which the trustees had , and those which had 
not ;.and in both cases the statute t have been his 
lordship’s opinion the trustees were entitled to pay them and to be indem- 
nified out of the estate.—Counsat, Ingle Joyce; Butcher. Soxicrrons, 
Ingle, Holmes, § Sons ; Foss § Ledsam. 

{Reported by F. T. Duxa, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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The summons by the official receiver had been amended by the consent of 
all e0 as to raise the question whether the new company were 

to defray the costs of the praceedings, even though it might be 
@stablished that the proceedings were proceedings which ought to be 
continued. The new contended that they ought not to be put 
to the cost of théee p ngs, use these eedings ought to Be 
fayea, and Olight not to he Ritowml fo continue. Was also said on 
eb fhe new company that the new company had a right to say that 
the proceedings should not continue at their expense, because the new 
company were the persons for whose benefit the sums, if any, recovered 
by the proceedings would be recovered ; and, in the opinion of the new 
eompany, such proceedings were likely to be co costly, and were so 
uncertain as to their result, that the directors of the new company were 
bound, as prudent administrators, to oppose such expenditure, especially 
having regard to the damage which protracted proceedings against the 
directors and officers of the old company, from whom the new —— 
purchaeed the business, was likely to bring upon the commercial credit of 
the new company. On the other side, it was urged that the claims against 
the directors and officers of the old company had never been transferred 
to the new company, and that the reason why the official receiver did not 
transfer ‘he claims. and why the new company did not demand a transfer 
of them, was that the sanction of the scheme under the Act of 1870 was 
asked for and granted on a statement that the scheme, and the carrying 
out of the scheme, should in no way interfere with the prosecution by the 
official receiver of such claims as might be deemed right after the con- 
clusion of the then pending examination of the directors and officers of 
the old company. 


Vavonan WI1L11AMs, J., said that he thought he ought not to authorize the 
mance of the proceedings. Atle Outset Ot his judgment hls 
oa are om Tr questions raised by the summons were questions 
proper for judicial rather than departmental decision. The official 
receiver could not take any forensic step in the performance of his duties 
which should impose upon the Board of Trade through him an obligation 


to pay costs without the sanction of the Board. It was equally clear that 
as au officer of the court he could not be allowed to take irensis Steps at 

l hi oF : Bht not be easy to draw a ha: ast Ine 
as to which the Board would properly determine 

what legal ought or ought not to be taken by the official 
receiver, and what were the cases in which the decision of these matters 
ought to be left to the court, and_the court had no jurisdiction \ drew 

1 such sine for the Board. But whenever there was an omission by the 
receiver to take a forensic step arising in the due course of liquida- 

tion proceedings the court had the right and the duty to ask the official 
receiver, who was its officer, to explain in open court why the step had 
not been taken. Generally the answer would be sufficient that he had 
abstained from taking the step in question by the direction of the Board 
(his official superiors), and the court would have no right to control the dis- 
by the Board. He said ‘‘ generally’’ because his 
observations had no application to the presentation by the official receiver 
of his report under the provisions of section 8 of the Act of 1890. The 
»presentation of the report under that section was a duty of the official 
receiver which he owed to the court, and a duty in the performance of 
which he was bound by the very terms of the statute to state his opinion— 
that was to say, his own personal opinion. There were three questions in 
the present summons — namely, first, whether these proceedings under 
-ftection 10 of the Mew ies por ry Py Act, 1890, for misfeasance 
were ee ich the court ought to sanction in the case of an ordinary 
liquidation under an order for compulsory winding up ; secondly, whether, 
assuming the proceedings to be of that character, such proceedings ought 
.to be stayed or discontinued because the new company, by its directors, 
had arrived at an honest conclusion that possible gain to the company by 
a successful ecution of thé claims was not worth the risk of the costs 
and the injury to the commercial reputation of the company; and, 
thirdly, whether, assuming that these views of the new company ought to 
generally as the views of those who would benefit by the result of 

. , such views ought to prevail in the present case, having 
regard to the statements on which the sanction for the scheme was 
obtained, the form of the order sanctioning the scheme, and the limita- 
tion of the agreement giving effect thereto. With regard to the first 
question, he could not doubt but that in an ordinary liquidation no court 
would hesitate to sanction the proposed misfeasance proceedings, there 
second and third 

D, though it deals 
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been a primd facie case of misfeasance. 


he proposed to treat together. i 
tion of funds and breach of 


Te UIC UL tue FCCtION iS mo e delinquents, 
Sut the recovery of assets. Notwithstanding the reservation of the claims 
oe official receiver, the new company were to be treated as the benefi- 
owners of anything to be recovered under the claims. The official 
receiver would hold the asset, if recovered, in trust primarily for the cre- 
ditors of the old company, and the creditors of the old company would, 
by the terms of the scheme, hold the claims in trust for the new com- 
-pany. Primé facie, therefore, the new a would have the right to de- 
whether this asset should be realized. The reservation deprived 

pany of having absolute control, but, on the other hand, it should 
construed as giving the official receiver absolute control of the 
with the new company having any voice in the matter. No 














Hl 
6 


the reservation left this part of the liquidation in the control of the 
receiver, tv the exclusion of the control of the new company. The 
of the reservation was public morality—commercial morality. He 
not think he ought to give the reservation an effect which would 
commercial interests of the new company, if once he was 
the desire of the new company to have the 

honest, and in no degree tainted with the corruption 


Hut 
gf 


i 


which the reservation was intended to prevent. In that case he 
ought to give effect to the commercial objection of the cestwi que 
trust, that the possible gain by a successful tion of the claims 
was not worth the risk of the costs and injury to the commercial 
reputation of the com He ought to impute honesty to the board of 
the new company. There was evidence that the directors of the new 
company were distinct from those of the old company, and there was 
not a single member common to both boards. The official re- 
ceiver did not s t anything to the contrary. He was pressed by 
the commercial op nion of the directors of the new company that the 
proceedings would damage that company. He had no right to act on 
his own opinion against that of the board of directors, to whom the 
company had intrusted its interests. It was to be regretted that the 
effect of his judgment was that the primd facie case disclosed by the 
examination should not be disposed of one way or the other. But for the 
reconstruction scheme the case would have been heard and determined 
as & misfeasance summons, and the respondents would have been excul "se 
or condemned. However, it would not have been right to have refused 
sanction to the reconstruction scheme for fear of this result, and he did 
not know that the scheme could have been safeguarded more effectively 
than it was by the reservation. The new company were willing to pay 
the costs of this oe and that was right. The summons was a 
necessary step in the course of the liquidation, and the new company 
undertook to pay these costs.— CounseL, Latham, Q.C., and Howard 
Wright ; Swinfen Eady, Q.O0., and Eve ; Ingle Joyce. Soutcrrons, Freshfields 
$ Williams ; Hollams, Sons, Coward, § Hawkesley. 


| Reported by V. pz 8. Fowxz, Barrister-at-Law. } 
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High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


THE QUEEN v. KERSWELL, ESQ., AND ANOTHER, JUSTICES OF ab 
TORQUAY, AND BAGWELL—30th October. 































































Pc 
Justices—Summary Convicrion—Pznatty—Civit Dest—Rervsat To Pay to 
Cas Farzs—Crminat Orrence—Town Pouice Oravses Act, 1847 (10 & all 
11 Vicr. c. 89), s. 66—Summany Junispicrion Act, 1879 (42 & 43 Vicr. is 
c. 49), ss. 6, 35—Summany Junispicrion Act, 1884 (47 & 48 Vicr. c. 43), se 
ss. 4, 5. 
Rule nisi for a certiorari to quash a conviction made by the justices of di 
Torquay. The point in this case -Was-WHEtHCF “a person who had been 
summoned before a magistrate for refusal to pay a cab fare could be con- i 
victed and adjudged to pay the fare with costs as a penalty, and, in alee 
default of paymen D be s ject 0 2 2 mprisonme yt. Mr. uae 
@ Castro, having disputed a fare and having sed pay it, was 18: 
summoned before the Torquay magistrates. Befure the case came on, of 
having discovered that the fare was the one authorized by the bye-laws of for 
the town, he tendered to the asia clerk the sum of four shillings — Co 
to be paid over to the driver. This was refused, and, the case having been Ho 
heard and there no defence, the justices convicted Mr. De Castro, 
adjudging him to forfeit nine shillings, being the amount of the cab fare 
together with the costs, and an order in the form ofa conviction was drawn RE 
up, adjudging the defendant to pay nine shiliigs, and, in defau oF pay 
ment, that a istress should Be levied on ot mgs: and, in defa t of 
sufficent distress, that he should be imprisoned or the term of seven days Lo 
or until he should sooner pay the aniount. The nine shillings was I 
immediately paid, but the defendant applied for ¢ to quash the con- I 
viction, on the ground tha was wrong and that the E 
magistrates ~ a ' 
oer ie po e apis in dea g wit case had to be as 
Traced through a number of statutes, begi with the Town Polige Ea 
Clauses Act, 1847, section 66 of which is as follows :—‘‘If any person The 
et demand to any By soe or driver of any hackney Cot 
carriage thefare allowed by this or 8 Act, or any bye-law made qué 
thereunder, such fare may, oR soon be recovered before one a 
justice as a ”’ By th section 73, penalties are directed hs 
to be under the Railways Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845. The sre 
sections dealing with the recovery of penalties in that Act are sections 145, am 
146, and 147, of which section 145 provides for the recovery of penalties T 
made, section 146 provides for soi 


before two justices upon complaint being : 
recovery b yer Tf the ania be not forthwith paid, and section 
147 gives justices power to detain the offender pending the execution who 
of the Dinan sak 2 0 sufficient distress can be had, to commit the 

offender to gaol for a period not exceeding three months until the penalty 

be 















id. These sections have since been repealed by the Summary fen 
Jurisdiction Act, T884, witi e i } 15. the 
T 0 also provides in section 5 ¢ And for the wi 
further removal of aukte, it is hereby declared that where, by virtue of On 
the re enacted by this Act or otherwise, any statute authorizing the moll 
inflic’ by any justice or justices of a penalty or fine, either as a sole six | 
punishment or as an alternative punishment for imprisonment, provides no ~ follo 
method for the recovery of such penalty or fine, sections 19 and 21 of The 
the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1848, as amended by section 21 ofthe the 
Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1879, shall apply to the recovery of such ~ othe 
penalty orfine.”’ Sections 19 and 21 of the Act of 1848 provide forthe ~ Mr 


recovery of penalties and sums of money adjudged to be due nae : upor 





of distress in all cases where by the statute authorizing the con mor | 

order it is to be co levied, and that in default of distress it shall be lawful weer 
for the justices to issue their warrant for the committal of the defendant | Edw 
to prison. Section 5 of the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1879, deals with Cour 
criminal matters, and section 6 enacts that “‘where under any Act, @ after 
whether past or future, a sum of money claimed to be dueis recoverable on “oes 
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expressed, doos not constitate rach bias, and a. nudge it 
oe of om verse oxtaic 











. ait) "lkere — = 
Hose y snlalinn does not constitute bias 
in e rule. I cannot — a better guide in con- 

‘ing what does S equality than the judgment of Blackburn, J., in the 

: v. (L. R. 1 Q. B. 230) and . v. Me (1 Q. B.D. 
case that learned judge sa) . V. Rand we 

there was no ground for quubing the certificate of the justices. 
ent there was that, though niary interest in 

in dispute, however small, dis we the justices, yet 
of bias did justices’ decision 


. Dt EXT B saying 
understood to say that, where there is a a bias, this court would not 
interfere.” Do the affidavits bring Mr. Parkinson within this rule? 
from them that he did not do what Mr. Edwardes believed he 
did not settle nor have anything to do with the notices of 
; he was not at the meeting at the Memorial Hall; he was 
of Mrs. Bunting on the 2Ist of September, at a 
of the six objectors were preas. Iand my learned 
brother think it would have been far better if he had remained away. I 
‘was a wrong thing for him to have gone there, and likely to cast 
on his fairness when the matter came before him as a member of 
Still, unfortunately, he went there, and on the invitation of 
When he got there he says he was the only member 
Present at that m , and that, on being requested so to 
De capheindl the course of p' ure before the licensing committee 
council, but that he took no part whatever with those concerned 
to the licence, and had no further communication with 
that he did not take ' any part in or assist in settling the notices 
that we know of Mr. Parkinson’s conduct is that at = 
the mae wy Hy he attended the meeting at Mrs. Bunti 

no part in settling the notices of opposition, though he 
only act which he did which can be to have 
the litigation as to disqualify him from fe! bias 
an explanation which he offered of the course of 
council. I have reflected on the whole of his conduct, 
regret it as unfortunate and imprudent that he did what 
he admits that he did at the meeting at Mrs. Bunting’s, I am of opinion 
that a case is not made out against Mr. Parkinson of such bias as dis- 
otly oo sitting on the tribunal on the 29th of October. The 
originally framed entirely fail, the second charge against Mr. 

fails also, and this rule must be discharged. 

that the question has not been argued whether 
ion to kone a writ of certiorari st case of this 






— 










Wraicst, J.—I 
this court me 
kind. 









4 : Pp ngs 
: dated ont out in a case of the Royal heen v. Parkinson 
erefore, their order or resolution 
‘al 








: : que 
ustified ¢ on the rule that wherever any ciate ay Be conferred 
upon him an exthority to decide on a matter affecting another, he must 
act according to the rules of reason and justice. I with the judg- 
ment of my learned brother, subject to the qualification that the pro- 
ceedings are not really judicial, but administrative. Rule discharged, 
with costs.—Oounszt, Finlay, Q.C., and Avory; Sir H. yard Q.C., 
Poland, Q.0., and Gili. Soxicrrors, W. A. Blazland ; Lewis § Lewis 
(Reported by Sir Sxznstow Baxer, Bart., Barrister-at-Law.]} 


REG. v. BROWN—C. C. R., 17th November. 


page 2 Law—Itizca, Berrive—Usinc Hovss ror purpose or Brrrine 
Persons RESORTING THERETO—ProcEEDINGS ON INDICTMENT— 
Buniits Ace, 1853 (16 & 17 Vicr. c. 119), ss. 1, 3. 


Case stated by the Recorder of Plymouth. The defendant was 
summoned before the ¢ justices of the borough upon an information which 
he, ‘‘on the 17th and 18th days of April, 1894, being then 
cage situate at ay -street, there we 
for the of” g with 






5 of and re 
statute,’ &c. 

ly ‘indicted at the borough 
hin with having mnakthe senuie 


with 


leged 

socom oun charge te the defendant with having used the said rooms “ for 
ony tg omen 4 soe pamtegeen Someta et sana yma an T. 
ay tend e sai sathention ke on coaseabe the said house as aforesaid, 

porte oe consideration for an undertaking, promise, and agreement to 

theafier money onthe contingency of and relating to horse races to 


stad Shad. tg. indictanent wos bad betoaee one mae 

Diec’ indictmen count 

all feged a di erent olen from Fiat 
the magistrates 0) 












ee eee 





oe gare oe to bet with 


eee wont the hones, fr him, 


aie aiiss nanat on the orn al horse race. There was no evidence that 


7 Demons | him to be 





roved. that he ‘used the house for the purpoee of money being received 
behalf, as and for the consideration f Ses a papoement So ney Tetes 


— 


(Seen 
F2S|FSEATP CRSA oS hmosads | 


ay & 
— had actually gone to the house for the purpose of with the = 
endant other than those who had gone to pay money under the circum- = 
stances described in the second count of the indictments. It was objected 
that there was no evidence of the defendant having betted with persons 
resorting to the house. The recorder directed the jury that it was not 
necessary for a conviction under the first count of this indictment that 
the defendant’s house should have been used for the purpose of betting 
with persons who physically came to the house, but that if the 
house was used by the defendant as an office to which any 
persons who wish to bet with him were to send their com- 
munications, and if persons were in the habit of sen letters 
and telegrams to him there directing him to make bets with them, 
such persons resorted to the house within the Bsy-oy | of the 
Act, and the jury might find the defendant v of using the house for 
betting with persons resorting thereto, and the jury to give 
their verdict separately upon the first and second counts. The jury found 
the defendant guilty u the first count and also upon the second count. 
The recorder sen’ the defendant to a fine of £300 on the first count, 
and to a fine of £100 on the second count, and stated this case for the 
ae of the Court of Crown Cases Reserved. It was objected on behalf 
the defendant that the recorder had no jurisdiction to sentence the 
defendant to a greater fine than £100, or to more than one penalty. The 
uestions for the court were :—-Whether the indictment was bad for not 
aveging the same offence as that in respect of which the defendant had 
to be tried by a ; or for containing more than one count, or 
for con’ a count from the c upon which the defendant 
had been brought before the magistrates. hether the defendant could 
be guilty of using his house for betting with persons resorting thereto, 
although such persons only sent letters and telegrams to the house and 
did not personally come there. Whether the recorder had jurisdiction to 
fine the defendant more than one penalty of £100. Section 1 of the 
per snsy Act, 1853, prohibits the use of any house, office, room, or place 
being opened, kept, or used for the purpose of the owner, occupier, &c, 
be with persons reso; thereto, or for the purpose of any money gy 


————ame, 
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or valuable thing be’ by or on behalf of such owner, occupier, } 
&c,, as or for the som Sar for any assurance, . ne mg 
or agreement, express or implied, to pay or - thereafter any money or : 4 
valuable thing on any event or contingency of or relating to any horse- : | 
race or other race, fight, game, sport, or exercise’: every house, &c., 80 iary 
used is declared to be a common nuisance and contrary to law, and is also foot 
declared (by section 2) to be a common gaming house within the meaning 
of the 8 & 9 Vict. c. 109. Section 3 makes any m summarily con- -olnan 
victed of so using a Ayo &c., liable to pay a pease nak exceeding Y £100. awe 
The case was argued on the 10th of November, when the court reserved teleg 
judgment. The lanai sufficient! ead from the considered judg- se 
ments delivered on the 17th of Novem! oy 
Lord Russett, O.J., after referring * the proceedings before the it mu 
trate, said: The case came before the recorder for trial, and tho * word 
ce was deemed sufficient by him (and by his opinion on that point sense 
= are —- shew, not : belles os Pr Bars had a and used | actua 
the house for the purpose of persons resorting thereto, but Was ¢ 
ov for the purpose of money being received him on an und have 
to pay money on a contingency, in a of. Act. Before evidence restri 
was given the objection was taken for the defendant that the indictment withi 
was , because it contained other and different charges beyond those on shoul 
which he had been brought before the magistrates, and one of the ques- borne 
tions which we have to consider is whether that objection was good. The assist 
case then proceeded, and evidence was given which, in the opinion of the and a 
recorder, was sufficient to support a verdict on both the first two counts. specif 
In the course of his up the recorder gave a direction on the first is con 
count that in order to make it ont it was not necessary to prove that wrong 
sons actually and physically seneutell tpn Sunont fer ha weeeeee of bates be qui 
but that it ad sufficient to shew that, having opened the house, he verdiia 
had received letters or telegrams there relating to , and one ques- there : 
tion raised is whether that question is right or wrong, and, if wrong, then- a sing 
whether the conviction on the first count stands. It was further contended te 
that there was no power to im more than one “ )” as it was other « 
ae a pe ann otumie Deeps yooee a m to the ili 
ishment by fie or 
”* only a ; Hay 
x ates on ment ¢ 
srent from those in the summons, it is . | two co 
not necessary to consider whether the indictment did contain other and @ Yboth a 
different charges. agit it is clear that the charges in the indictment “fine a « 
are of the same kind, nature, and character as those brought before Was in 
. There seems, indeed, to have edt a confusion between cannot 
the course of enjoined "by the statute where sum should 
eri are follo and when are exercising 1 whicl 
urisdiction in sending a case for trial. nder the 11 & 12 Vict. c. 43, nufean 
which relates to summary proceedings, the charged can onl be that 
dealt with on the che ge er © commit 
pire Bice th can issue a fresh summons, offence: 
But the 11 hand Vict. c. 42, which deals with vo gree se of the done in 
not proce ly, provides a different Wrx 
cedure, and section 25 that on evidence offered on the part the ®& pot opini 
fre enponn hl if the justices shall fans of opinion that it is not sufficientto %% | penalty 
accused on his trial f , they shall order ~~ Couns 
be discharged ; for trial. The -~pressed 
difference is obvious. In the one caso the magistrates deal with the case  eonvicti 
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summarily ; in the other case, when they send the matter before another 
tribunal, the accused will have ample notice of the offence or offences with 
which he is charged. Therefore, in cases in which the magistrate a 





















3) c isin the maiciment. 
1G ence in tne Gepositi ons. : urtner to D : : ; 
were hot fof the Vexatious Indictments Act (22 & 23 Vict. c. 17, 
offences for which the defendant was indicted could have 


against him without any preliminary ing’ 


at all b — sending up 
indictments to a grand jury. That Act udes rhe Sees for 
a gambling house, and declares that every house gam 8 
be a common nuisance. But that Act was follo another (30 & 31 
that provision 


Vict. c. 35, s. 1), which seems to have 
and provided that it should not oom the presentment or 
of an indictment. It seems, therefore, clear that it was 
legal—even assuming that this indictment did contain different co 
—to indict the defendant for those other charges. The 
objection, therefore, fails, Then as to the second — that 
recorder erroneously directed the jury. The offence charged was 
the defendant kept open and used a house for the purpose 
sorting to it for betting, and the direction was that this would be estab 
lished by the evidence that letters or telegrams were sent 
though no person actually resorted to the house to bet. 
think that on this part of the case the recorder fell inte so) 
ception of the effect of the Act. The truth is that the real of 
* summons is the opening and keeping a house for the purpose 
what is prohibited—i.ec., betting; and that this offence 
mitted, even though no one ever resorted to it. That is, 
advertises such a house, it would be ample evidence that he kept it for 
the purpose prohibited. Butthat is notall. The case states it was proved 








g 


that the defendant kept and used the house for the p ; but there 
was no evidence that any person had actually gone to house for the 


, other than those who went to pay their stakes ate egsarry 
oes on the assurance that if that horse won the race they be paid. 
The court are of opinion that there could be no stronger evidence of 

&reso! > 


« 
4 * actully D e 5 purpose of evading any difficulty of 
timt-kintl-—Howevér, the question whi h we have to conside! sther 


“ ‘ whethe! 
te Sitfince was left to the jury; and I think it was not left to the jury 
on the first ee me Boe o ies basen tod 

ury were not asked to pass any j ent at upon the t y 
y evidence to which I have alluded. The recorder directed the jury on the 
first count of the indictment that if the house was used by the defendant 
as an Office to which any persons who wished to bet with him could send 
communications, and if persons were in the habit of sending letters and 
telegrams to him there, directing him to make bets with him, such 
resorted to the house within the meaning ofthe Act. That is the tion 
on which it must be assumed that the jury acted. If that direction 
was right, the conviction on the first count must stand, otherwise 
it must be set aside. Now, in my judgment, it was clearly wrong. The 

. word “‘ resort’’ (which we must assume to have been used in the ordinary 
sense) must mean to go to, to frequent, to go i It must mean, 
















within the Act; and I should be sorry if any judgment we may give 
should render nugatory this most salutary Act. It is, however, to be 
borne in mind that while the law does not sanction betting, and refuses to 
assist in carrying out betting transactions, it is nowhere declared criminal, 
and all it does is to condemn betting carried on under the conditions 
specified in the Act. The result, therefore, is that, so far as the first count 
is concerned, the conviction cannot stand, because the jury were directed 
wrongly by the recorder, and therefore the conviction on that count must 
be quashed. But the second count stands, the jury having given separate 
soothe and there being evidence to sustain it. As to the objection that 
there was no power to inflict double punishment, it does not arise, as only 
a single sentence stands. The conviction on the first count therefore 
fails, on the second count stands. The same judgment — to the 
other cases before us—TZhe Queen v. Dower, The Queen ¥. Brock, Queen v. 
Billing, The Queen v. Charles Brock, in which the and the 

uestions for us are precisely similar. I have to add that my brother 

arles concurs in udgment. 

Hawkins, J., deli a judgment in which he concurred with the indg- 
ment of Lord Russell, C.J. In the course of his judgment he said : 
two counts together, to my mind, make up but one offence, reggene A 
both acts were done on one and the same day, and it seems to me t to 
fine a defendant on the first count and to fine him on the second count also 
was improper. the two offences really constituting one offence at law. I 
cannot think tha he Leg i that each one of these acts 
d be treated as a sep indeed the language Of 86 
they shall bé °* 8 Common 

ear 





















on. am cle y 0 opinion 
oO ed under these sections for more than one offence 
committed on the same day. It also seems to me irregular to have joined 
offences committed on two successive days in one indictment as has been 
done in the present case. 

Waionr, J., with the judgment of Lord Russell, C.J., and was 
of opinion that two offences charged were distinct and that a separate 
penalty could be imposed in respect of each of them. 

Cortins, J., agreed with the judgment of Lord Russell, 

no opinion on the other point. os ae 
0. Gill; 


OJ. 
count quashed ; 
conviction on second count med.—CounsEL, i; Poland, Q.C., 










It is clear upon the case that as to the first count the | trade alone 
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Bickle’ Plymouth + Oharoh, Rand mS ioe 2 it: Then, 
ons (Reported by T. B.C. Diu, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Bankruptcy Cases. 
CATFORD, CARR v. FORD & CANNING — Vaughan 
ee an J., 19th and 20th November. 


Banxrurrcy—Prorgrtry or Banxrurr—Gungrat Lasn or WARzHovse- 
man—Ovstom or Traps m Barron. 





trustee denying the custom. Counsel for the trustee contended that in all 
the cases set forth in the affidavits the warehouseman’s lien had always 
been disputed at the first, and only admitted eventually to avoid litigation, 


that for many years the 
merchants disputing this Hen 


su the custom, which was a reasonable one, and was not 
in to extend to delivered to warehousemen by persons 
who were not the true owners thereof. 


incidental to warehousing, 
being, therefore, clear that 
the trustee’s application must be dismissed with costs.—Counsa., W. 8. 
sae F.C. Willis; Whinney. Soxscrrons, Wood, Bird, ¢ Wood; 


Torr ¢ 
[Reported by P. M. Fraycxz, Barrister-at-Law.)} 
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CALLS TO THE BAR, 
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Maley te 180k): Seb Perley Bate 
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Elliott, B.A., Oxford; Christopher Howarth, B.A., Cambridge; Addison 
M’Leod, LL.B., Cambridge; Ha Collison, B.A., Oxford; Charles 

Grant Winter, B.A., Cambridge; Charles Philip Radford Young, 
B.A., Oxford; Thomas Richard Finney Coales, B.A., Oxford; Harold 
Langford Lewis, B.A., London; Eustace Gilbert Hills, B.A., Oxford ; 
John Hope Percival, B.A., LL.B., Cambridge; and Alan Brice Broad- 


way. 

, Tgmrie.—Charles Palmer Bluett Wiltshire, Indian Civil Ser- 
vice; Joannes Jacobus Cornelis Biesman Simons, Maurice Twisden La 
Thangue, Edmund Arthur Bugle, B.A., Jesus College; Francis Allen, 
B.A., Oxford University ; George Davidson Kempt, M.A.,,;Glasgow Uni- 
wer Mohammed Majid Ullah, Theodore Thomson, M.A., M.D., 
A mag wom 8, Frederick William Barry, M.D., D.Sc., Edinburgh 
University ; Nolini Mohun Chaterje, Calcutta and Edinburgh Universities ; 
Shway-Tha, Edmond Browne, John Frederick Ewen, M.A., Aber- 
deen University; Howard Spensley, jun. B.A., Trinity College, 
ee (Middle Temple International Law Scholar); Edward 
James Naldrett, Stanley Anderton Latham, Trinity Hall, Cam- 
bridge; Walter :Frank Laurence, B.A., Cambridge University ; 
George Gilbert Desmond, B.A., St. John’s College, Cambridge ; 
Ghulam Mohi Uddin Ahmad, Percival Paul Chater Manuk, Louis Lem- 
priere Dobson, B.A., Oxford University ; Henry Johnston (Clement's Inn 
Prize, Daniel Reardon Prize, Scott Scholarship, Incorporated Law Society, 
Middle Temple Equity Scholarship) ; Alfred Dalton Hutchinson, Percy 
Wade falter, Robert Franklin Stubbing, London University ; Ernest 
Andrea Villa, Mohammed Wahiduddin Ahmad, Hem Nath Dé, M.A., 
Calcutta University; Philip Barton Durnford, Charles Villiers Hartley, 
Herbert Fitzgerald Reece, Antonius Francois Kock, Frederick Doveton 
Maxwe)l, Edgar Attkins. 

Gray’s Inn.—Athanasius Apurba Kumar Ghosh; Janki Nath Koul; 
Frederic Wegg Horne; Arthur Gwynne Jeffreys Hall, B.A., Trinity Col- 
lege, Cambridge; and James Hodgson. 





LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srvupents’ Denattnc Socrety.—Nov, 20—Chairman, Mr. T. S. 
Wilkinson.—The subject for debate was, ‘‘ That this society is of opinion 
that the unification of London for municipal purposes is desirable, and 
approves of the report of the recent commission.’?’ Mr. W. M. Wood- 
house ed in the affirmative. Mr. Ernest Todd opened in the 
negative. The following members also spoke :—Messrs. E. A. Bell, 
A. E. Clarke, A. Hair, L. Worthington Evans, Archer M. White, Tudor 
Lay, and H. Harcourt. The motion was lost by four votes. The subject 
for debate at the next meeting of the society on Tuesday, November 27, 
is, ‘‘ That the case of Helby v. Matthews (1894, 2 Q. B. 262) was wrongly 
decided.”’ 

Buiacksurn AND District Law Srvcpents’ Society.— Nov. 7—The Town 
Clerk (Mr. R. E. Fox) in the chair.—There was a very good attendance. 
The following was the subject for debate :—‘‘ A. and B., British subjects 
—t in London, went through a form of marriage ceremony, but 
which by the law of this country did not constitute a legal marriage, 
since B. was sister of A.’s former wife, deceased. Prior to the ceremony, 
and in consideration thereof, some £20,000 were vested by A. and B. in 
trustees upon trust (subject to life interests in favour of A. and B. and 
the survivor) for the children of the marriage as A. and B. should by deed 
jointly appoint, and failing any such joint appointment as the survivor 
should by deed appoint, and failing any such appointment, and as far »< 
any such appointment, if made, should not extend, upon trust for all tix 
children of the marriage who, being males, should attain the age of 
twenty-one, or being females, should attain that age or marry, and in case 
there should be only one child of the marriage, then the whole to be in 
trust for that child, and in case there should be no children of the 

e, in favour of X. A. and B. have three children, and wish to 
exercise their = of appointment, but they are advised that any appoint- 
ment they might make would be inoperative, since, as there was no 

een them, the children born to them are not objects of the 
power, and that the money, subject to the life interests, belongs to X. Is 
this advice sound? If so, is there any method whereby A. and B. can 
prevent the property the subject of the settlement passing to X. under 
the ultimate trust and secure it for the benefit of their children.” Mr. 
Aspden opened for the affirmative, and Mr. 99 replied for the 
negative. The following gentlemen also spoke: Messrs. Backhouse, 
Cooper, Hindle, and Riley. The question was decided in the negative by 
a majority of three. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
COUNTY COURTS ACT, 1888. 
Crostne at CuRisTMAs. 

I, the Right Honourable Farrer, Baron Herschell, Lord High Chan- 
cellor of Great Britain, do hereby order that the offices of the county 
courts may be closed on the 22nd, the 24th, and the 26th days of 
December, 1894. 

Given under my hand this 19th day of November, 1894. 
Herscug11, C. 





Oxp ann Rane Fine Insurance Portcres, &c., wanted to complete a 


[Apvr.] 


.—Particulars, by letter, to A. R. C., 76, Cheapside, London.— 





LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Epwarp J. Castiz, Q.C., Recorder of Winchester, and Mr. Arruur 
R. Pootz, Q.C., Recorder of Bristol, have been elected Benchers of the 
Inner Temple in the place of the late his Honour Judge Cooke and the 
late Mr. Marshall Griffith, Q.C. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DissoLurion. 

Wii Henry Stoxer and Arruur Davin Hanskz11, solicitors (Stoker 
& Hansell), 14, Gray’s-inn-square, London. Nov. 14. The said Arthur 
David Hansell will henceforth carry on the business on his own account 
under the style of Stoker & Hansell. [ Gazette, Nov. 20. 





GENERAL. 
Lord Justice Rigby was sworn in a Privy Councillor on Tuesday. 


The St. James’s Gazette says that among the 102 law students called to 
the bar this term at the four Inns of Court are, at Lincoln’s-inn, Mr. E. P. 
Clarke, eldest son of Sir Edward Clarke, Q.C., M.P.; and, at the Inner 
Temple, Mr. F. W. Grantham, younger son of Mr. Justice Grantham. 


On Tuesday at the Liverpool Assizes Stanley Garner, solicitor, was 
charged on six indictments with acts of forgery and false pretences on 
dates extending from April, 1892, till August, 1894, and was sentenced to 
penal servitude for eight years. 

Under the chairmanship of Mr. Bucknill, Q.C., M.P., assisted by Mr. 
F. A. Stringer, of the Central Office, Royal Courts of Justice, a concert 
was given on Tuesday at St. Martin’s Town Hall in aid of the Royal 
Courts of Justice Sick and Provident Fund. Among those who gave their 
services were Mr. Henry Fielding Dickens, Q.C., Mr. Charles Harding, 
Mr. H. Tripp Edgar, Mr. Walter Banks, Mr. John Radcliff, Mr. R. G. 
Knowles, Mr. Sam Redfern, Mr. Charles Coborn, Mr. R. H. Douglas, Mr. 
Phil May, and Mr. Charles Birkett. 


During the hearing of the case of Cox v. Cox and Dybali in the Divorce 
Division last week, says the St. James’s Gazette, a remarkable scene was 
witnessed. A witness was under examination by Mr. Kisch when 
suddenly a loud rushing noise was heard. The noise was so loud that the 
voices of counsel and witness could scarcely be heard. The proceedings 
came to a standstill, and a number of people, including the witness, rose 
in alarm, and some ran hurry-scurry out of the court, fearing some 
disaster. The majority, however, kept their places, but alarm was depicted 
on the faces of nearly all. For a moment something like a panic prevailed, 
and as the noise increased many others were preparing to make their exit 
when the officials who had gone to ascertain the cause of the mysterious 
sound returned and requested all to remain seated. It turned out that a 
steam-pipe running somewhere near the roof of the building used for 
ventilating and heating purposes had burst, and hence the noise. The 
case was then resumed. His lordship, who kept his seat with calmness, 
inquired if Mr. Kisch was ready to proceed, but Mr. Kisch said, ‘ There 
has been a peculiar disappearance of my witness, which under the circum- 
stances is excusable.”” Laughter succeeded, and, the witness returning, 
the business was proceeded with. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota ov Reaisrrars 1x ATTENDANCE ON 





Date Appgat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
? No. 2. Curry. Norra. 
Monday, Nov 26 Mr. Clowes Mr. Carrington Mr. Farmer 
Tuesday .... wel Jackson Lavie Rolt 
Wednesday . 28 Clowes Carrington Farmer 
Thursday .... . 29 Jackson Lavie Rolt 
SIE <iddinessinehankeaniiir 30 Clowes Carrington Farmer 
Sa Fo DOC. cccrcocsveevees 1 Jackson Lavie Rolt 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Streuivs. Kexewicn. Romer. 
Monday, NoOV.......00sss+sese+ 26 =Mr. > a ee Mr. on Mr. we 
Tuesda: . 27 re 
.-28 Pemberton Beal Leach g 
29 Ward Pugh Godfrey 
..30 Pembertcn Beal Leach 
1 Ward Pugh Godfrey 











WARNING TO INTENDING Hovusz Purcuasgsrs anp Lesszzs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined by an Expert from The Sanitary Engineering Oo. (Carter Bros.), 
65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee for a London house 2 guineas; 
country by arrangement. (Established 1875.)—[Apvr.] 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 
Cocxsuutt.—Noy. 1, at Fulwood, Preston, the wife of Nicholas Cockshutt, solicitor, of a 
son. 


Nov. 24, 1894. | 
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Houper.—Nov. 20, at 18, Aleonbury-rial, Clapton, N., the wife of Arthur C. Holder, 
solicitor, of a son. 

LaTuam.—Nov. 17, at 36a, Rosary-gardens, 8.W., the wife of William Latham, Q.C., of 
Lincoln’s inn, of a son. 


Sate.—Nov. 20, at Leominster, the wife of W. T. Sale, solicitor, of a son. 


MARRIAGE. 
Bowry—MoRitcuiz.—Nov. 19, at ty 
Clerk of Sunderland, to to Amelia (Emmi 
John McRitchie. 


Francis Marshall Bowey, solicitor and Town 
)’ Craigie, only surviving daughter of the late 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—Fuivay, Nov. 16. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liuirep xn CHANCERY. 


Bank or Sours Austra.ia, Lanrrep—Petn for winding Nov 
be heard on Wednesday, Nov 28. Murray & Co, 11, lane, solors for byes 
ae = appearing must reach the abovenamed not later ‘nen ¢ 6 o’clock in the after- 
noon of Nov 27 


Buacxpoo.t Ars.ietic Grounps Co, re are ae on or before Dec 22, 


to send their names and addresses, an or claims, to A. Kay 
and T. Bannister, 14, Clifton st, Bisckpoc Parry, Baakpol, w coker { for liquidators 
eo Pusuic Haut Co, ‘asia tet required, on or before Dec pa i 


send in particulars of their claims to James A. White, High st, Dorking. Hart & Co, 
Dorking, solors for liquidator 

Luuspon & Co, Limirep (Srranp hernerens 9 sdgowen, and particulars of ane veanizes. = 
or before Dec 21, to send their names and 
claims, to Alfred Edward Usher, 6, Fanctt et Dante cuallion a pectved 
for liquidator 

Sursa Reer Extension Gorp Mixixe Co, Luarep—Stirling, J., has, by an order dated 
Oct 30, appointed Trayton Pagden Child, 42, Poultry, to be official liq 

Trape Auximiary Co, Luurep—Creditors are required, on or before Dee 7, to send in 
their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to McKenna & Co, 
17 and 18, Basinghall st 

Watxur Woop Surety Co, Somsen Contin ene required, on or before Dec 

send their —— and addresses, and sas o of tai debts or claims, to 


¢ 





Ustonrep in CHancery. 


Exouisn Portitanp Cement Co—Creditors residing in the United Kingdom are required, 
on or before Dec 15, or elsewhere on or before Jan 15. to send their names and addresses, 
and particulars of ‘their debts or claims, to Horace Woodburn Kirby, 19, Birchin lane 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


Frower or Spotiaxp Lopes, National Independent Order of Odd Fellows, Bee Hive Inn, 
Rochdale, Lancs. Nov 10 


Sr. Josern’s Temperance Frienpiy Society, Liverpool. Nov 10 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Nov. 20. 
JOINT S8TOCK COMPANIES. 
Luorep mr Cuancery. 
Bavesets Patace or Varieties, Linrren—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 20, to 
send their names an dresses, and particulars of their de oh wd, WP D Locke 
25, Abchurch lane 
Cayapa pet Oro Mines, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec Bee ais to send 
their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Frederick John 
Asbury, 8, Old Jewry 
Densmore Typewriter Co, Limitep—Creditors are —— uired, on or before Dec 31, to send 
their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Alexander Fraser, 
51, Gracechurch st. Nicholson & Co, 24, Coleman st, solors for liquidator 
Lyric Tazarre, Liurrrp—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 8, directed to be heard on 
Nov 28. Stanley & Co, 45, Ludgate hill, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must 
reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Nov 27 
0. Herxemann & Co, Lumrrep—Creditors are required, on or, before Dec 31, to send their 
names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or c'aims, to Augustus Edwin 
Hibberd, 17, King’s Arms yard, Coleman st 
Oxycrn Propucixe Syxpicare, Linrrep—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 15, directed 
to be heard on Nov 28. alker & Rowe, 8, Bucklersbury, agents for Archer & Parkin, 
Stockton on Tees, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed 
not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Nov 27 
Premier Concessions or Mozameique, Liurren—Petn for winding up, ee Nov 17, 
directed to be h on Nov 28. Francis & Johnson, 26, Austinfriars, solors for 
Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the after- 
noon of Nov 27 
Rext anp Geyerat Cotiectinc ayp Estate Maxacement Society, Liurrep—Petn for 
winding up, presented Nov 16, di to heard on Wednesday, Nov 28, poryo 2, 
Walbrook, solor for petner. Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later 
than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Nov 27 
ys Parent Carsute Mingrat Water Co, Lamirep—Petn Soe pining vo, premeated 
Nov 14, directed to be heard on Nov 28. Bertie, 19, St Bene’t pl, st, 
solor tor petners. "Ratios of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 
o'clock in the afternoon of Nov 28 


FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
Grmiixcuam Worxixe Men’s Crus anv Iystiturs, Gillingham, Kent. Nov 10 





CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram 
London Gazette-—Fripay, Nov. 9. 


De Liver, Cuaries Exnest Forraine, Herne Bay, Civil Engineer Dee 10 Cheesewright 
v De Livet, Chitty, J Scott, King William st 

Pauixs, Witt14M Rosert, Jermyn st, Dairyman Dec4 Faulks vy Edwards, North, J 
Letts, Bartlett’s bldgs . 


Porz, James, Canterbury-rd, Brixton, Licensed Victualler Dec 11 Meikle v Pope, Keke- 


wich, J Fitch, ‘Devonshire sq, Bishopsgate 


a uses, Birmingham, Lodging-house Kee; Dec 3 Bridges v Shaw, Kekewich 

Baker, Colmore row, Birmingham wi a . 

Tan), >», Davin, eg Bt Clements, Norfolk, Solicitor Dec8 Thew vy Ward, Keke- 
wich, J. Ward, King’s Lynn 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day ov Cram. 
London Gasette.—Fuipay, Nov. 9. 
ALLEy, Fraxces Mancarer, Stokebishop Jan1 Norris & Co, Bedford row 
Aysiuy, ALbert Faepsnic, Highbury Quadrant, Gent Dec1 Neave & Co, Cheapside 
Arxrxson, Many Axx, Gordonsq Dec10 Scadding & Bodkin, Gordon st 
Arxrson-GaimsHaw, Hexny Honywoop, Petersfield, Solicitor Decl0 Smith, Reigate 
Boutrox, Marruew Preas Wart, Bastone, Oxford, Esq Dec 15 Tatham & Provter . 
Lincoln’s inn fields 


Bowsax, Bossat Hear, Hadlow, Req Dec9 Knocker & Son, Tonbridge 
Browx,'Joun, Gravesend Dec3 Tolhurst & Co, Gravesend 
Bovws, Foomss, Mowsasts agen Tyne, SA eee Dee 31 Stanton & Atkinson 


Bure, Wiu114m, C Journalist Dec 10 Buckmaster, Adelphi 

Curistuas, Exsza, Peckham Park rd Nov 30 Wilkinson & Son, Bermondsey st 
Corrent., JonaTuan, Stafford Dec 20 Heaton & Son, Burslem 

Cuntivre, Rev Hewry, Banbury Dec 10 Beacheroft & Co, Theobald's rd 

Davip, Caartes Freoericx, Hoelgerrig, Mon, Esq Dec3 Gardners, Abergavenny 
Daviss, Janz, Erdington Dec 2l Hughes, Shrewsbury 

ow—-"\ Hermann Wituete, Bromley, Gent Dec 24 Courtenay & Co, Gracechurch 


Exias, Ruts, Rhymney, Mon Dec9 Morgan, Cardiff 

Exrow, Ricuarp, Cardiff, Fishmonger Dec9 Morgan, Cardiff 

Faavey, Esenezer James, Leyton, Esq Jani Emanuel & Simmonds, Finsbury cireus 
Frampron, Reseocca, Uxbridge DeclS Munns & Longden, Old Jewry 

GarLanp, Gzorncz Harpina, Bristol, Bootmaker Dec 24 Tarr & Arkell, Bristol 
Grercory, Jouy Basserr, Ashover, Farmer Decl Potter, Matlock Bridge 

Haut, Fraepenicx, Sheffield Dec 15 Neal, Sheffield . 

Hamsnaw, Evizasetu, Wakefield Decl Mander & Co, Wakefield 

Hane, Mary Aww, Clifton Jani James & Son, Hereford 

Hazaris, E.tex, Walworth Dec16 Nash & Co, Queen st 

Harersox, Mary, Halliwell Jan4 Burton, Liverpool 

Hewrrt, Caruenixe Dyer, Emscote, Warwick Decl7 Woodcock & Co, Coventry 
Hewerr, Jouy, Sutton Nov 30 Smith, Reigate 

Hovsroy, Exizasers, Liverpool Dec1 Mason & Co, Liverpool 

Hynes, Micuart, New Brighton Dec17 Priest & Sons, Liverpool 

Iupzy, Tuomas Waicur, St John’s Wood Nov27 Marshall & Co, Hammersmith 
Isanp, Mary, Tunbridge Wells Dec 15 Harris, Tonbridge 

Jouysox, Hexny, Nottingham, Licensed Victualler Dec 31 Watson & Co, Nottingham 
Liescoms, Exwa, Bath Deci7 Timmins, Bath 

Lows, Exizasetru, Bold Dee3 Davies & Co, Warrington 

Mazsu, Exizanets, Penistone, York Dec18 Smith & Co, Sheffield 

Mrrone.t, Saran, Tenterden Dec7 Mace & Sons, Tenterden 

Morea, Morcay, Brynmaur, Contractor Dec 31 Powell, Brynmaur 

Nicnoias, Witu1am Taompsert, Deal, Mariner Dec 10 -Brown & Brown, Deal 

Nort, Bicnanrp Ciarxe, Plymstock, Fleet Surgeon Jan12 Elworthy & Co, Plymouth 
Poues, Joun, Fletton, Gent Dec 1 Hartley, Peterborough 

Parnce, Joux Atraep, Clapham, Colour Merchant Nov 30 Spencer & Co, Cheapside 
Raxe, Tuomas Beavex, Surgeon Dec10 Howe & Rake, Chancery lane 

Sanpett, Witt1am, Winchester, Gent Nov5 Wooldridge & Son, Winchester 
Seiiers, Jonatruay, Preston Dec 15 Cotman & Son, Preston 

Stacey, Anicart, Bishops Stortford Dec10 Stacey, Bloomsbury 

Tuaorr, Broox, Holmfirth, Physician Dec3 Kidd & Bentley, Holmfirth 

Trpcomsr, Avevsta Mary, Crewkerne Nov 30 Clarke & Lukin, Chard 

Tivcomer, Joux James, Crewkerne, Gent Nov 30 Clarke & Lukin, Chard 
Waagaees, Hexry Appiesy, Scarborough, Chemist Dec 22 Turnbull & Co, Scar- 


ugh 
Yarsonoven, Estuer Ayne Cooxr, Tunbridge Wells Jan 1 Yarborough, Boeton 


London Gazette.—Tunspay, Nov. 13. 
Banser, Feaxcis Gzonce Girrorp, Cambridge, Gent Dec 21 Foster, Cambridge 
Baume, Louis Cetzstixn ALexanpre, Hatton garden, Gent Dec 31 James, Ely pl 
Beprogp, Groner, Bexley Dec15 Billinghurst & Co, Bucklersbury 
Biacxiocks, James, Lydd, Farmer Decl Bannon, New Romney 
Bowex, Ropent Core Dec 31 Collis & Ward, Dublin 
Boye, Saran, Manchester Dec 20 Lawson & Co, Manchester 
Brooxs, Joux Luxpriper, Licensed Victualler Dec 14 Percy Becher, Bedford row 
CarrermMutt, Bexsamiy, Bramfield Dec29 Birkett & Ridley, Ipswich 
Corrmay, Witt1am Harpwick, Islip DecS Hunnybun & Sons, Huntingdon 
Eaaysuaw, Wii14m, Sheffield, Contractor Dec 31 Henry & Alfred Maxfield, Sheffield 
Farxyer, Rowiey Conoity, Bayswater March1 Swain, Old Jewry 
Fieminc, Joux, Kendal, Yeoman Novy 24 Sharp & Son, Lancaster 
Payzr, Arrnur, Manchester Dec18 Cooper & Sons, Manchester 
Grrragp, Henry, St Sampson’s, Guernsey Dec 22 Oliver, Gracechurch st 
Gissorxe, Tuomas, Burton on Trent Dec9 Ravenscroft & Co, Bedford row 
Guassrorp, Wit.14M, Gibraltar Dee 15 Neal, Lime st 
Garxstep, WILL1AM, Streat, Sussex, Wheelwright Dec 24 Fitzhugh & Co, Brighton 
Hacve, Samvew Vickers, Sheffield, Quarryowner Dec 25 Howe, Sheffield 
Hannis, Uxpanwoon Pasos, 6th Norwood Dec 12 C Holford, 5, Royal crsecnt, Holland 


Hitiary, Wiii1am, Over Wallop, Farmer Dec3 Smith & Son, Andover 
Horyer, Crana Manrcaret, Sth Kensington Dec10 Trollope, Parliament st 





Lawranoz, Groner, Uxbridge, Gent Dec11 Barkes, Moreton in Marsh 
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Mapoicn, Joux, Aveton Gifford, Farmer Dec 7 Square & Son, Kingsbridge 
Marraszws, Many Exvzanon, East Bergholt Dec13 Blount & Co, Arundel st 
Mosraap, Jonx Ganpyer, Grafton st, Baker Dec 24 Mercer, Uxbridge 

Paaains, Tuomas, Moreton in Marsh, Chemist Dec 11 Barkes, Moreton in Marsh 
Raopiws, Sauve., Mansfield, Notts, Machine Owner Dec 31 Alcock, Mansfield 
Srort, Roszrt, Rochdale, Builder Nov 28 Bertwistle, Bury 

Syrxes, Rev Wit114m, Lyndhurst Dec 13 Coxwell & Pope, Southampton 
Tsoursox, Boxvxp, Newbiggin, Yeoman Janis WB & C N Arnison, Penrith 
Tuoans, Jauns Unspe.t, St Marylebone, Gent Dec 25 Cooper & Bake, Portman sq 
‘Wareon, Naruax, Newcastle upon Tyne, Builder Dec15 Hoyle & Co, Newcastle upon 


Wess, , St Leonard’s on Sea Dec!3 Knight, Hastings 
Ween, Isape tia, Primrose Hill Dec 13 Nash, Verulam bldgs 
Woop, Epwazp, Clerkenwell, Gent Dec18 Vanderpump & Son, Gray’s inn sq 
London Gazette.—Faipay, Nov. 16. 
Asrixaut, Joszrn, Liverpool, Draughtaman Dec 31 Banks & Co, Liverpool 
Barros, Exruex, West Kirby, Chester Dec 20 Houseman & Co, Westminster 
Bazrox, Heway Caantes Bexvox, Onslow grins, Esq Dec 2i Simpson & Co, Moorgate 


Brace, Sanan Ann, Deal Decl2 Wilks, Deal 
Bowszasayx, Axx Louisa, Ealing Jani Wild & Wild, Lawrence lane 
Bagw, Hannan Exiza, Liverpool Dec 21 Johnson, Liverpool 
Brows, Joun, Sale, Gent Dec 25 Peacock & Jacques, Manchester 
Coxuins, Fanny, Mellis, Suffolk Dec17 Tacon, Eye 
Daatow, Groner, Potton, Publican Dec 29 Leeds Smith, Sandy 
Fraser, Louisa Janz, Geneva Dec 31 Crosse & Sons, Lancaster pl 
Groner, Georor, East Carlton, Gent Dec 31 Copeman & Ladell, Norwich 
Gipsims, Axx, Daventry Dec 20 Willoughby, Daventry 
Go.osmip, Frances Canouixe Evruinstons, West Kensington Dec 15 
Geexpy, | Windsor, Gent Nov 30 Durant, Windsor 
Hawt, Cuanues Witti4m, Gt Grimsby, Shoe Dealer Dec 22 Barker, Gt Grimsby 
Hatt, Hewny Janes, Deal Dec 12 Wilks, Deal 
Haxoock, Saran Bu: . Wed Dec 29 Smith, Wedmore 
Hagpinxe, Wituam, Handsworth Decé Bradley & Cuthbertson, Birmingham 
Hanrze, Joux Szpewick, UpperTooting Dec17 Smith & Gorringe, Furnival’s inn 
Hearn, Axx, Winchester, Grocer Nov 30 Bowker & Son, Winchester 
Henssar, Joszru, Rotherham, Farmer Dec31 Oxley & Coward, Rotherham 
Hopes, Hzyey, Southport, Farmer Decl5 Hodge, Southport 
Houmrpueey, Saran, Littichampton Nov 30 Hol & Co, Littlehampt 
Inouam, Exisua, Padiham, Cotton Spinner Dec 31 Waddington, Burnley 
Junuinos, Samvrt Bewxert, Deal Nov 30 Wilks, Deal 
Jounson, Joux Barxesr, Bedingfield, Farmer Dec 31 Lawton & Co, Eye 
Keguinoe, Tuomas, Walworth Jan 21 Collins, New inn 

Henry Horatio, Cossington, Lieut Colonel Dec 17 Renshaw & Co, Cannon 


Lawrox, Gzoner Atzent, Lees, Cotton Waste Dealer Dec 20 Tweedale & Co, Oldham 
Lzrs, Roszrt, Oldham Dec 16 Ponsonby & Carlile, Oldham 
Lezss, Tuomas, Norbury, Farmer Dec 28 Heane, Newport 
Lovs, Bexsamix, Walsall, Draper Dec 17 Tippetts & Sons, Maiden lane 
Ma.ixnsu, Anruvus, Brighton, Admiral Dec 11 Johnson & Son, Midhurst 
Muxeas, Pawwy, Porchester pl Jani0 Hellier, Honiton 
Newrox, Tuomas Patcuert, Blackheath Dec18 Bridgman & Willcocks, College hill 
Pains, Jonx Mansuatt, Addlestone, Esq Decl5 Keen & Co, Knightrider st 
Patrrzr, Tuomas, Gardener Dec 8 Sheldon, Congleton 

Cuanvorre Soruia, Headley, Southampton Dec 19 Meynell & Pemberton, 
Prance, Witt1am, Southampton Nov 30 Coxwell & Pope, Southampton 
Psmpzrrox, Canouixe, Tyrol Declé Phillips, Old Broad st 
Pottanp, Tomas, Antigonish, Nova Scotia, Seaman Dec 25 Peacock & Jacques, Man- 


Taylor, Gray’s 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—fnivay, Nov. 16. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


| GRirFin, Groree. 
ov12 Ord Nov 12 





| Farzect, Witu1am Hewxprsouncx, Swansea, 
} Swansea Pet Novl4 Ord Nov lé 
Corn Merchant 


Rorgz, Axn, Whitchurch Dec 15 Symonds & Sons, Dorchester = 

Row.anpson, Mary, Sedburgh Dec17 Arnold & Greenwood, Kendal 

Srupsox, Avicra Grace, Lancaster Dec 10 Swainson & Co, Lancaster 

Srupsoy, Gzorer, Reigate Dec 22 Morley & Co, Old Broad st ue 
Surrn, Exizasera, Camden Town Decl7 Marsland & Co, Leadenhall st cs 
Gurre, Hexer, Sunbury on Thames, Marbet Gardener Nov 29 Garland, Queen Victoria 


Sout, Samug., Northwood, Clerk Dec18 Armstrong, Chancery lane q 


Suyrue, Henry, Chobham Dec 15 Rashleigh & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Srocxpa.s, Cuartes Jean, Broadwinsor, Gent Jan1 Sparks & Blake, Crewkerne 
Teriey, James, Morecambe,Gent Dec 31 Johnson & Tilly, Lancaster 

Wap, Reszoca, Sharnbrook, Bedford Dec? Sharman & Trethewy, Bedford 
Wuenman, Jouy, Clerkenwell, Jeweller Dec 31 Nicholls, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Waiocnt, James, Talk on the Hill, Stafford Decé Hollinshead, Tunstall 


London Gazette.—Tunspay, Nov. 20. 
Ayruoyy, Tuomas, Mildenhall Dec 22 Houchen & Houchen, Mildenhall 
Biaxemors, Wit1t1am, Whitchurch, Upholsterer Dec 15 Morgan, Shrewsbury 
Boxat, Jessie, Guildford, Brewer Dec 20 Capron & Sparkes, Guildford 
Bammer, Atrrep, Penge, Printer Dec 20 Lovett & Co, King William st 
Cockxiz, Henry, Haddenham, Farmer Dec 31 Archer & Son, Ely 
Coxuus, Waiter Eowarp, Birmingham Jani Brooks, Birmingham 
Crawrorp, Wii114m Bax, Scarborough, Jeweller Dec 29 Turnbull & Co, Scarborough 
Epwanps, Lionst Pani, Kentish Town Jan1 Hall, West Smithfield 
Georcr, Many Ans, Hove Dec 31 Farrer & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Guover, Acres Rew, Highgaterd Jan1 Rooke & Sons, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Grertoy, Sanau, Burton upon Trent Jan 31 Goodger, Burton on Trent 
Grerrox, Wii.14m, Barton under Needwood, Clerk Jan 31 Goodger, Burton on Trent 
Maa, Arrsur Daisco.it, North Walsham, Coal Merchant Nov 30 Wilkinson, North 


Hitary, Wiiiam, Over Wallop, Southampton, Farmer Dec3 Smith & Son, Andover 
Hevey, Antonio Cunist1an, Lausanne Jan1 Mather & Co, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Hurcuinson, Georee, Southport, Builder Dec 31 Brighouse & Co, Southport 

James, Mancaret, Waterloo, Lancaster Dec 31 James, Liverpool 

Kay, Canotine, Conway Dec31 Jones & Co, Conway 

Ke.iaway, Mary Anyg, Melcombe Regis Dec 29 Steggall & Co, Weymouth 
Kirxman, Fanny Beruvuuia, Hastings Dec13 Gaby, Hastings 

Latuy, Hanrniet, Honiton Dec12 Stamp & Co, Honiton 

Leake, Any, Kingston upon Hull Dec18 White, Gt Driffield 

Lewis, Davip Barss, Greenwich, Gent Dec 31 Howard & Shelton, Moorgate 
Lercurorp, Rosert Micuart, Woodford,Gent Dec19 Stones & Co, Finsbury cir 
Lixpsay, Anne, Wantage Dec 20 Hulberts & Hussey, New sq 

Lousapa, Carouivge Frances, Exmouth Dec18 Daw & Son, Exeter 

Meares, Georcz Brooxs, Hounslow, Colonel Dec 20 Talbot & Watkins, Newtown 
Mircuett, Hewry, Edgbaston Dec 15 Caddick, W Bromwich 

Pzacs, Cuartes Osmonp, Southport, Lancaster, Gent Dec 31 Peace & Ellis, Wigan 
Peace, Maske. Wittiam, Southport, Solicitor Dee 31 Peace & Ellis, Wigan 
Parirorr, Anna Marta, Chiswick Dec 25 Powell & Rogers, Easex st 

Rozzrts, Jang, Clocaenog, Denbigh Jani Lloyd & Roberts, Ruthin 

Stix, Witi14m Coxe, Edgbaston, Gent Dec27 Wright & Co, Oldbury 

Guansaren, aad Haut, Scarborough, Bank Manager Dec 22 Drawbridge, Scar- 
Srorr, iouuee, Rochdale, Builder July 16 Bertwistle, Bury 

Srreet, Mary Ayn, Ryde Jan6 Fardell, Ryde 

Toovey, Henry, High Wycombe, Farmer Dec16 Bliss, High Wycombe 

Verve.., Exiza, Thames Ditton Dec15 Jobson, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Wesrnore, Joseru Butter, Caldecot, Cambs, Farmer Jan 12 Ginn & Matthew, Cam- 


Wiawawt, Lucy, Edgbaston Dec31 Balden & Son, Birmingham 
Wit1ams, Josian, Bristol, Gent Dec 29 Trapnell, Bristol 


Mupp, Faepericok Wit14m, Stonham Aspall, 
sl ary St Edmunds PetNovi2 Ord Novi? 
| Maen, Bean, ag Boot Dealer Birmingham Pet 


ovs 


Basgros, Jon Ham, Lees urveyr Lands Pet nt ™rank Athere tga Pe Soro “Ontkar tees | PACE Bemus ene Juxus Picoors, Alig 
Rox, J Hi Liverpool, Baker Liverpool 
ny > fon, Demy, Clerk Burnley Pet Nov 13 Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 3 rus iene, Senay, Caveer Bristol Pet Nov 18 
uh Paspenicx Bosn, Gt y, nrmouth, Ba Baker Gt Yer a Cheltenham Cheltenham Pet Oct Raton, 3 pom, palsies Builder Bradford Pet Novis 
ov 
B Wi Siewee, tie Th | Somers, abt, Melita, Leather Currier Halifax Pet Boma oh 
High Court Pet Nov 14 Nov 14 Jones, Lueweityn Morean stem, Colliery Proprietor Birmingham Pet Nov 10 10. Ord Now 10 
Carr, Sp een Sete tame, iter Brighton Pet Nov 1s | Aberdare Pet Nov2 Ord No Siapz, ou, Srunem, Lantipee, Grocer Portsmouth Pet Nov 
Coazes, Roser Paxsrox, Thornaby on Tees, Grocer | K1-20RN, Vinounz, Manchester ter, Comminsion Agent Man- Savypeas, Jou Huxer, Chiswick, Lighterman Brentford 
Stockton on Tees Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 emer ovis Ord Pet Nov12 Ord Nov 12 
Coty, Ransdn, Walsall, Grocer Walsall Pet Oct 29 Ord | | Lewis, Samugy Perer, 3 Gen 2 WS Warrington | Seweu, Selig Gt Bentley, Farmer Colchester Pet — 
Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov 14 Nov Ord Nov 12 


Epwarps, Mowar, Newent, Coachmaker Gloucester Pet | ees Se Sout 
‘ov 12 


ithsea, Army Tutor Portsmouth 
Novis Ord Nov 13 : 





‘aus, Henry, » Fruiterer Leominster Pet | Leov, W: , Whi Licensed Victualler | StoxEH Wi1am, Burton on Trent, Wheel- 

Nov 12 Ord Novia : _— ch Dourt Pet Oct 10 ‘ov 14 " » = TT ange ode Ord Nov 18 a 
Foutows, Wi M » oi Ho . | Svrae miizu Sournory y 

hampton “et Nov 36 Ord Rev is . | ant aan ee jeers Stockton on Tees Pet Nov ‘ia\Ond Ronit 
Fonsras, Joux Gzonox Tarzon, Jarrow, Furniture Dealer | Monniss, Wiuitam, Gt Dover st, Fur Merchant High | Swoxwett, Witttam Gzoro Commission 
Paasze, it, Fetrborough, Plano ‘Tuner Peter- | Moz Wennen: Thandlip, Seuetier maa Gusibondl, Onde Pet 

» ais, Writai , Je Carmarthen Pet | Tapmay, Toom. Ui 
borough Pet Noy 13 lov 13 Noy 13 Ord Nov 13 Nov 12 Ord aed wae oe 
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Tavion, JEssE, Fed — ty Salop, Bootmaker Wrexham 
Oct 17 ov 

eaceies, Jossrn, Faepesice Lawsert, and Wittiam 
Uxpersit, Birmingham, Builders Birmingham Pet 
Novi4 Ord Novlé 

Watxpex, Joun Epwi, Poulton le Fylde, Innkeeper 
Preston Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov 14 

Wauxer, Eurty, South Ealing, Fancy Draper Brentford 
Pet Oct 24 Ord Nov 13 : 

Wurre, Martix Lurner, Eastbourne, Smith’s Manager 
Eastbourne Pet Oct 27 Ord Novi2 

Wru1ams, Grier, Pontardulais, Grocer Swansea Pet 
Novi2 Ord Novi2 — 

Yex.ns, Joux, Jarrow, Builder Newcastle on Tyne Pet 
Novis Ord Nov 138 


The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette of Sept 25 :— 

Tusy, James Coanues, Leeds, Butcher Leeds Pet Sept 
19 Ord Sept 19 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Apps, Axnxiz, Chepstow Nov 24 at 12 Off Rec, 16, 
King st, Gloucester 

Bgacuey, Wiis, Chilworth, Carpenter Nov 28 at 12 
24, Railway approach, London Bridge 

Buwuor, Jossra Henay, Gt Grimsby, Grocer Nov 24 at 11 
Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 

Buaixiz, George Verrcn, Manchester, Plumber Nov 23 
at 3 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Buaces, Grorae, Sheffield, Engineer Nov 23 at 3 Off Rec, 
Figtree lane, Sheffield 

Cattaway, Joszrn, Landport, Tobacconist Nov 27 at 3.30 
Off Rec, Cambridge Junction, High st, Portsmouth 

Cost:x, OLiver Groner, St Albans, Butcher Nov 24 at 12 
G Annesley, Solicitor, Verulam st, St Albans 

Cox, Hexezy Boox, Portsmouth, Refreshment house 
Keeper Nov 27 at 3 Off Rec, Cambridge Junction, 
High st, Portsmouth 

Davewrort, Hexpert, Manchester, Linoleum Dealer 
Nov 26at3 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, hester 

Davies, Davin, Pwilheli, Frusterer Nov 23 at 12 Crypt 
chmbrs, Chester 

Desennam, Cuarntes Tuomas, Peckham, Baker Nov 23 at 
12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Dew, O.tiver Groner, Liv , Bootmaker Nov 23 at 
8 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 

Eacuxc, James, Garvestone, Farmer Nov 24 at 12 Off 
Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Epwanps, Joux, Ruthin, Innkeeper Nov 27 at 12.15 
Wynnstay Hotel, Ruthin 

Fosrzr, Cuanies Jouy, Barnsley, Draper Nov 26 at 11.15 
Off Rec, 3, Bank Regent st, ey 

@usert, ALFrep Tom, Wolverhampton, Licensed Victualler 
Dec 10 at 12 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

Hiceinsorrom, Henry, Cheltenham Nov 24 at4 County 
Court bldgs, Cheltenham 

Hvrocuinson, Apa, Halifax, Leather Currier Nov 26 at 11 
Off Rec, Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 

Ivatr, Ropert Martin, Cottenham, Farmer Nov 30 at 12 
Off Rec, 5, Petty Cury, Cambridge 

Jsape1x, Eowarp, Lancaster pl, Coal Merchant Nov 23 
at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Joxzs, Evan Henry, O; re Vale, Glam, Grocer Nov 26 
atil Off Ree, 29, st, Cardiff 

Joues, Many, Lianllwni, Grocer Nov 24 at 2.30: Off Rec, 
11, Quay st, Carmarthen 

Kise, Rupo.rs, and Wi.114m Samus. Beesiey, Birming- 
ham, Jewellers Nov 26 at 11 23, Colmore row, Bir- 
mingham 

Layer, Taomas, Farnworth, Coal Dealer Nov 24 at 11 
16, Wood st, Bolton 

luvincstoxe, Joun, Pontypridd, Coachbuilder Nov 23 at 
12 Off Rec, 65, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

laoxp, Jonn Vavuenas, Warrington, Builder Nov 30 at 
11.15 Court house, Upper Bank st, Warrington 

Macxiz, ALExanpER Mackay, South Shields, Watchmaker 
Nov 26 at 11.30 Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on 


e 

McKxcuniz, Joun Anpenson Raz, Anerley, Lieutenant- 
ae Nov 23 at 11.30 24, Railway app, London 
mage 

Newron, Nevittz, Landwade, Farmer Nov 30 at 2.30 
Off Rec, 5, Petty Cury, Cambridge 

Pacer, Tuomas, and Rosert James Piacort, Aldgate, 
Cheesefactors Nov 26at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey 


street 

Payce, Josian Berrranp, Gower st Nov 26 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Rwa, Cuanes, Cardiff, Boatman Novy 27 at 11 Off Ree, 
29, Queen st, Carditf 

Ricuanps, Joun, Aberavon, Outfitter Nov 26at12 Off 

, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Roacu, Cuantes, Hoyland Nether, Plumber Nov 26 at 
11.30 Off Rec, 3, Back Regent st, Barnsley 

fiwnrx-Cooxsox, Enwzst Epwarp, Aldford st, Gent 
Nov 26 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

furtey, Wu114M, Leicester, Painter Nov 26 at 12 Off 
Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Susox, WiiL14m, Manchester, Accountant Nov 23 at 2.90 
Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

fuanr, Coantes Wittiam, Wolverton, Baker Nov 24 at 
12.30 County Court bldgs, Northampton 

Teouas, Wiiu1am Ksicut, Newport, Grocer Nov 23 at 3 
Off Reo, 65, High st, Merthyr Tyafil 

Wurtz, Hexry, Loughborough, Tailor Nov 26 at 3 
Off idge st, Leicester 


Ree, 1, st, 
Witxrrsox, Tuomas, Swansea, Mason Nov 26 at 3 Off 
¥ , 31, Alexandra rd. Swansea af " 

ison, ARTHUR, Leeds, Beerseller Nov 2 ati2 Of 

22, Park row, Leeds i 
Woirr, Anruun, Fenchurch st, Wine Merchant Noy 26 
¥ ~“d ll a bidgs, ene, st 

mT, Tuomas Epwarp, Walsall, Ironworker Dee 
at11.30 Off Rec, Walsall ; " 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Bamsownces, Zon, Daaiey, Cus Burnley Pet Nov 
ov 
Benes, Gaseen, Copied Uitgs High Court Pet Sept 15 
Ord Nov 


On Mrs Jessmm Many, Widow High Court 
Di ae & ovine, Weaihinin, Deller Leicester 
EAN A 
Pet Oct 27 Ord Nov 6 


D Cuartes Tuomas, Peckham, Baker High 
"Court "Pet Oct 17 Ord Nov 12 


Deyrtow, Wattzr, Gt Grimsby Pet 
15 _ Ord Nov 10 

Epwa' Heyny, Newent, Coachmaker Gloucester Pet 
‘ov Ord Nov 12 


5 Ord Nov 14 
Evans, Hewnry, , Fruiterer Leominster Pet Nov 
Ord Nov 12 


7 Ord Novi4 

Forstzr, Joux Gronce Taror, Jarrow, Furniture Dealer 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet Nov i3 Ord Nov 13 

Faaser, Toom Piano 


AS, 

Pet Nov13 Ord Nov 13 
Farzert, Witt1am Henpesovack, Swansea, 

Swansea Pet Novi4 Ord Nov 14 
— as, and Taomas Benwerrt, Ni U 
orwich Pet Oct 26 Nov 1 

— Grorer, Boston, Corn Merchant Boston Pet 
Ha row, Wri11am, jun, Saltburn by the Sea, Watchmaker 

Stockton on Tees 


on 27 Ord Nov 10 
Hesein, Anna Evizapern, , Domestic Ser- 
vant sLynn Pet Nov 10 Nov 12 
Herrow, Jouxn Honsrau, Li Baker Liverpool 


Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 


ee 5 JaMEs, Wandsworth Pet Sept 29 


Nov 14 
Hourcurssoy, pa en, Leather Currier Halifax Pet 
Novi2 Ord Nov 12 


Kersuaw, Percy Beresrorv Wricur, South 5 yy 

High Court Pet July 12 Ord Nov 18 

Krizporx, Vixcent, Manchester, Commission Agent Man- 
chester Pet Nov12 Ord Nov 12 

Lewis, Samust Perer, Runcorn, Painter Warrington 


Pet Novi4 Ord Nov 14 
love, Frepenick, Army Tutor Portsmouth 


Nov 18 Ord Nov 13 

Moors, Jonx, Howdon, Room Proprietor Neweastle 
wa'iyue’ Pet Nov id Oni Now 13 

Morais, Wirtu1am, Lianelly, J Carmarthen Pet 

s aa Ord ag - 

upp, Farepsaick Wi.uiam, Stonham Aspall, Farmer 

Bury 8t Edmunds Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 

Napper, Extty, Harborne, Boot Dealer Birmingham Pet 
Novs Ord Nov 13 

Parker, Hewny Josern, Birmingham, Tobacconist Birm- 
ingham Pet Nov7 Ord Nov 13 

Ruopes, Heyry, Bradford, Builder Bradford Pet Nov13 
Ord Nov 13 


Ricnuanpsox, Atrrep Witu1am, Birmingham, Grocer 
Birmingham Pet Novi0 Ord Nov 13 

Satwox, Greores Wiitiam, Ashford, Kent, Dairyman 

Pet Nov7 Ord Nov 14 
Saunpers, Joun Hewry, Lighterman Brentford 
‘ov 12 Ord Nov 12 

Sewe.t, Cuester, Gt Bentley, Farmer Colchester Pet 
Nov10 Ord Nov 12 

a ~ ian Long Farmer Leicester Ord 

ov 

Stave, Atrrep, Landport, Grocer Portsmouth Pet Nov 

18 Ord Nov 13 


Sournaworts, Epwarp, F Lancs, Farmer 
Blackburn Pet Oct 25 Ord Nov 14 
Sparrow, Josern, Colchester 


i Pet Nov da Ord Nov 1 i 
TEADMAN m11amM, Swanley, Farmer Rochester 
Oct 24° Ord Nov i2 


Summerrrieip, Jouxn Harowp, Jamas Rosson, and Jonx 
Sincram Pera Birmingham Oct 24 Ord Nov 13 
Suraerst, Joun, and Wiiiiam Sovrnory, Guisborough, 
on Tees Pet Nov 13 Ord Nov 13 
Swonnett, Witu1aM Georcr, Commission Agent ‘Bristol 
Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov 14 
TapMay, seamen, Seed, Undertaker High Court Pet 
Tarron, Wnatam, Wandsworth, Shafting Agent Wande- 
AYLO TLLIAM, 
worth Pet Sept 27 Ora Nov 12 


Waient, Tuomas Epwanp, Walsall, Ironworker Walsall 
Pet Nov8 Ord Nov 8” 


Yuuwes, Joux, Jarrow, Builder Neweastleon Tyne Pet 
Nov 18, Ord Nov 18 

The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 

lished in the London Gazette, Bept. 25 :— 

Tanmy, James Cuantes, Leeds, Butcher Leeds Pet Sept 
19 Ord Sept 19 

The amended notice is substituted for thet 
published in the London Gazette of the 6th Nov. :— 


Inecanp, 8 J, Liverpool, Cotton Broker Liverpool Pet 
Aug 2 Ord Nov 1 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 





Hogajed Ow 4 1s Anal Novag ies 
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Eow. snp Hewny, Bristol, Architec: Bristol 
Pe. fae "Chemist Greenwich Pet Nov 
15 "Ord Nov 


Gt 
Nov 17 Lan A! 
Haxwey, James, Worthing, Gent Brighton Pet Nov 16 
Ord ‘Nov 16 


Hanns, Birmingham, Tailor Birmingham Pet 
Not 16" Ook Mov 16 

Houpeyx, Farsperick and Cuastes Foare.. 

Wisox, Warwick lane, High Pet 
15 Ord Nov 15 


How, Noon 3 , Hanley, Builder Hanley Pet 
Jacquas, Joux Winuiam Wi on Trym, 


N 
Joxss, Wiuiiam, Innkeeper Gheffield Pet 
P Nov 16 Ord Nov 16 Pet 
"Nov 15 Ord Nov 15 x 


" s Pot Nov Ord Nov 

Lowman Soe —s OuiNorib 

Lys, wors, Cheltenham, Farmer Pet 
Nov 16 Ord Nov 16 

Mavuyper, Atreep James, Bristol, Farrier Bristol Pet 
See Oe 

hed see tet eee 


Warweieut, Cugwtiaya, Licensed Victualler 
Sheffield Pet Nov 16 Ord Nov 
Wiiuames, Wiuism Heer, Vardre, Publican 
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—— 
Canpax, ALrnep, antinent Nov@ati2 Off 
marox Groros, and Rosgrt Garrritn, High 
Printers 


pa.” 
‘Holborn, Nov 27 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, 


Sumze. Norfolk st, Ciel Accountant 
Nov Bankru; bldgs, Care 
Thea Walsall, Nov 28 Ay 10 Off Ree, 


Cox, Gronoz, South Eaton pl, Horsedealer Nov 27 at 3 

Cre. Georoz, Dap B aap 11 Off Rec, 

Sane Wrvratt, pot oe ree icitor Nov 27 at 11 

Dow, Hew ation ot, Bolle Solicitor Nov 27 at2.30 Bank- 
ruptcy 


RY, 
bid Carey st 
— Ee Brixton Nov 27 at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Epwanps, Soe Newent, Go. oneal Nov 27 at 
12 Off Rec, 15, King gh are 
~- Davin, Swansea, plate Packer Nov 27 at 12 
Ree, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 
Fasgee, Tuomas, Peterboro Piano Tuner Nov 28 at 12 
ww Courts, New rd, Polaboreeg’ 
HE ing CHARLES Writsan, Herne Hill, Musician Nov 
at 12 


Carey st 
Harpwicx, Wii11am Jony, e, Schoolmaster Nov 27 
at3 Off Reo, Oxford’ 
Hans, aman, Arentel st, Cigar Dealer Nov 28 at 11 
Carey st 
x yt 1LL1amM Rostnson, Neasham, Innkeeper Nov 
28 at3 Off Rec, 8, Albert st, Middlesboroug’ 
ee Jouy, ong leet, Yorks, Farmer Nov 27 at 
Carlisle chm isle st, Goole 
Shea Yaa Seal’ Carpenter Nov 28 at 12 Off 
Bank chmbrs, Corn st, my 
Jouuirre, Henny Grorar, Landpo an Nov 29 
at3 Off Rec, Cambridge Tencion, igh st, Ports- 
Jornpax, Fraxcis Rosert, Bristol, Printer Nov 28 at 3 
Off chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 
es | CENT, Manchester, 
at3 ‘Ogden's chm 


taaeem Danret Wisox, 
Dec 4 at 12 Chancery 


, Commission s Aquat Nov 
Bridge at Manch 

Timber © Merchant 

Lane Safe Deposit, 61 and 62, 


Fishmonger Nov 28 at 12.30 Off 
Corn st, Bristol 
Lone, Army Tutor Dee 4 at 3.30 
Of Junction, Frigh st, Portsmouth 
Josrrn, Middlesborough, Buil Nov @at3 Off 
8, Albert rd, Middlesboroug 
Lowensene, Josern Jacos, Tiford. Manufacturer’s Agent 
Nov 28 at 2.30 iptey bl dgs, Ouse st 
MoLzop, Wiiu1am, Whitechapel, Licensed Victualler Nov 
g Room Proprietor ses 28 


bldgs, Carey st 
Newcastle on 
Monraziss, Witi1am, Southwark, Merchant ov 29 at 
ll bidgs, Carey st 
Mupp, Frepesick Wittam, Stonham Aspall, 
Nov 27 at 12 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 
Muumrorp, Jony, h Nov 28 at 12 Off Rec, 74, 
Newborough ugh 
Nezpuam, Sauvst, Oldham, Beerseller Novy 27 at 11 Off 
Rec, Bank ch chbrs, Queen st, Oldham 
wae Joun, and Sauvet Kwicut, Nottingham, Cabinet 
mee Nov 27 at 12 Off Rec, St Peter’s Church walk, 


Puiu, James, 5 apg ee wey Nov 2@ati Off Rec, 


Ruopzs, Herey, Pendford, Be Dailder Nov 27 at 11 Off 
81, Manor row, ord 


Suwzrt, Cuzstzr, Gt Bentley, Farmer Nov 29 at 11.15 
Colchester 
Suxrrarp y Groras, Coventry, Gent Nov 29 at 
2.30 cy bldgs, st 
ae Wriutaw Hewry, Sheffield, Boot Maker Nov 
@at3 Off Rec, Figtree lane, 8 id 
mn, Waiter Arkin, ‘Wadhurst, Sussex, Builder 
Toxbeidge at oc ———— & Hother, 66, Mount Pleasant, 
Bape ALraeDy, Landport, Grocer Nov 29 at 3.30 Off 
fee Junction, High st, Portsmouth 
gurrn, W meas Be hleneten al’ Bootmaker Nov 28 
$1, Alexandra Swansea 
ane fea pee Feniscowles, ‘Lanes, Farmer Dee 5 
at2 County Court house, Black’ Blackburn 
Srannow, Josern, Wheeley, Essex, Farmer Nov 29 at 
PR Backingham, Brickla; Nov 27 at 12 
ANLEY, EL, yer Nov 27 a 
Off Heo, Oxford 


Sronznovuss, Exvest Witi1am, Burton on Trent, Wheel- 
Nov 27 at 12 ‘Of Rec, St James's chmbrs, 
Sweror a8 
Nov 


Win Groresx, Commission Agent 
Tapmay, 
23 at 12.90 E 


_—— 


Livery, Henry. 


Farmer 


at 1.30 Of Ben, Beak cba Corn st, Bristol 
x aaa) yd Assistant Nov 


bidgs, 
g Han, Kensington, Gent t Nov 29 at 11 


Tozzn, peer pide cater st, Solicitor Nov 30 at 

er ae pian « 

Vicany, Exrty Gnace, Exeter, Milliner Novy 29at10 Off 
Rec, 13, Bedford Exeter 


circus, 


Joux Wits Fg Twickenham, 
wth 23 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmnbrs, 


eee, eae ons ier Lf at 


‘Wiis, Tao Dowiais Cattle Dealer “Hor'ar 7 : 12 
MAS, 
Off Rec, 65, High st, 


The ap epee for that pub- 
Sellen’ fa tho Landon: Ganctte of Nov. 16 :— ¢ 


Ones, Fenn, Saw rd, etext Assistant Nov 28 





ADJUDICATIONS. 


Ausrox, Witt, Chorley, Bobbin Turner Bolton Pet 
Nov15 Ord Nov 15 | 

Agwrrace, Cuartes 8, Buxton Stockport Pet Sept 25 
Ord Nov 15 

Avox, Fraycis, Grangetown, rome | Capen Stock- | 
tonon Tees Pet Nov13 Ord N 


Nov 16 
Beapett, Hernert, Fentiman rd, Artificial es Mer- | 
chant High Court Pet Nov15 Ord Nov1 | 
Becxert, Frepericxk Buss, Gt Yarmouth, Baker Gt 
Yarmouth Pet Nov 12 "Ord Nov 15 
Bexxett, Wituram Henry, Bayswater, Theatrical 
Ma: r High Court Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov 14 
Bixney, Cuartes Hissert, Snaresbrook, Sawmill Pro- 
prietor High Court Pet Oct 13 = Nov 15 | 
Booxer, Txomas, Cannon st rd, E, Licensed Victualler | 
High Court Pet Oct18 Ord Nevie x | 
ork | 


Broapiey, Jonny Rosert, Ss Carriage Builder 
Pet Nov17 Ord Nov 
Catt, Eouunp, Terwick Mill, Miller Brighton Pet Nov12 
Ord Nov 17 
Coram, Anraur Jouy, Sunningdale, Farm Bailiff King- 
ston, Surrey Pet Sept.20 Ord Nov 16 
Fiover, Caartes, Wokingham, Wheelwright Reading 
Pet Novié Ord Nov 16 
Foort, James Epwarp, Bri “5 Restaurant Keeper 
Brighton Pet Nov9 Ord 
Fo.ier, Joux Hersert, Comin, Worfolk, Saddler 
wich Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov 15 
Gaaner, Harry, Hastings, Tailor’s Cutter Hastings Pet 
Nov3 Ord Nov 15 
Gostiixe, Jonn Cusirt, -' Tower st, Cement Merchant 
High Court Ord Nov 1 
Greenwoop, James Ripon, Boot Dealer Northallerton 
Pet Nov'16 Ord Nov 16 
Greswett, Taomas, Cookham, Coal Merchant Windsor 
Pet Oct 24 Ord Nov 15 
Grover, Grorce, sen, Gt Missenden, Farmer Aylesbury 
et Nov17 Urd Nov 17 
Harpwick, Wiiu1am Joun shame, Schoolmaster Ayles- 
bury Pet Nov8 Ord Nov 
Hiaerssotrom, Hewry, Chelt Cheltenham Pet 
Hanley Pet 


Oct 16 Ord Nov 14 
Hove, Henry Hoipc fa Hanley, Builder 
Novié Ord og 7h 
Hyps, James Ww, vemped, Licensed Victualler Liver- 


pool Pet Aug 17 Ord Nov 16 


Jerrarp, E Pav, Baker st, Silversmith High Court Pet 
Nov5 Ord Nov 15 

Jonyson, Tuomas, Masborough, Cabinet Maker Sheffield 
Pet Nov15 Ord Nov 15 

Joxgs, Lugweityn Moreay, Aberdare, Colliery Proprietor 
Aberdare Pet Oct $1 Ord Nov 16 

Jones, Witu1am, Rotherham, Innkeeper Sheffield Pet 
Novié Ord Nov 16 

om, 3 ame Bristol, Fishmonger Bristol Pet Nov 10 

Nov 1 

LOWENBERG, ies Jacos, Spgs Manufacturers’ 
Agent High Court Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov 15 

Lyg, , ll. 18, Cheltenham, Farmer Cheltenham Pet 
Novi6é Ord Nov 16 

Mercer, Lawrence, Brenchley, Farmer Tunbridge Wells 

- Pet 5 a By Nov 15 

‘oorE, JOHN pian, Margate, Tailor Canterb Pet 
s Oct 25 8. Ord mg as id 
OYLE yvyan Hewry, Ashampstead, Cong in Hol 

Orders Reading Pet Sept 24 Ord Nov 1 i 

Murray, Joun Rosert, Harlesden Migh Court Pet Oct 
31 Ord Nov16 | 

Nears, Georce Henry, eel, Hay Merchant Sheffield 
Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov 1 


Paget, Tuomas, and hell James Piagort, Al 
Cheese Factors High Court 


Nor- 


dgate, 
Pet Nov12 Ord Nov 14 


Ratsvons, Toomas, Stretford, Lancs, Boatbuilder Salford 
Pet Oct 22 Ord Nov 16 | 

Rovrsex, Atrrep Wi1114m, Barkestone in Sa Vale, Baker | 
No ottingham Pet Nov 16 Ord Nov 1 

Row .ey, Herserr, — Yorks, had Sheffield Pet | 
Novié Ord 


SHEARMAN, b oakaady + King’s Lynn, Brush 
ufacturer King’s Lynn Pet Oct6 Ord Nov 18 
Sasrease, Henry Groror, Coventry st, Gent High Comst | 
Pet Oct 15 Ord Nov 15 
Tay orn, Ratrn Coo.rsr, eT, Shopkeeper Kia. | 
- —— er ged 4 ae Nov 1 
nsAvEeR, Tuomas Hewry, nm, Gent High Court 
Pet Oct 19 Ord Nov 14 — ’ 
TyrHer.eion, Joux, Weston super Mare, Tailor Bridg- 
water Pet Oct 25 Ord Nov j fal 
Vicary, Eurty Grace, Exeter, Milliner Exeter Pet Nov 
15 Ord Nov 16 
Warrwaieut, Currstrana, Sheffield, Licensed Victualler 
w —. Nov 16 Ord Nov 16 
ALKER, 1L¥, Ealing, Fancy Brentford Pet 
Oct 24 Ord Novi6— oe 
Watson, Joun Wittiam Sesenneme, Twi 
eer ov 9 Ord Nov 13 
Wituams, Witt Mandy Tiantwit Vardre, Publican 
am Poni wang Raney § Bt. Ord Nov 16 
1L80N, Jouy Kwiount, Haverstock Hill, Gent High Court 
Ww Pet pow ft ov 16 @ ” 
‘RIGHT, Joun, REDERICK pane lesbury, Tail 
Aylesbury Pet Octil Ord Nov 1 igen oo 


The followin amentel pelts notice is substituted oor that 
lished in the London Gazette of Nov. 1 


Suarrs, James Whatton, Farmer “heal Pet 
Oct 27 Ord Nov 





Aue- 


pub- 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Francis Macwamana, Birkdale, near a Bet a 
Adjud 20, 





Banrper, Groras, Badingham, nen Pet Nov | 
16 Ord Nov 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 
~—Messrs. Martix, Cuarxe, & Co., at the 

EC, at 2 o’clock, long Leasehold Properties, 
(see advertisements, Nov. 3, p. 19). 

Nov. 29.—Mr. H. J. E. Braxe, at the Mart, E.C., 

2 o’clock, Freehold Land, Houses, Cottages, &c. t , 

advertisement, Nov. 17; this week, p. 4). ; 

29.—Mr. H. G. Berra, at the 

" Btreatham Common, 8.W., at 8 p.m., 

perties (see advertisement, ‘this week, D. 4). 

Nov. 29.—Mesars. C. C. & T. Moors, at the Mart, B.C 
at 2 o’clock, Freehold Ground-rents, Improved Grou nd< 
rent, old Houses, &c., Land (see adve: 
Nov. 3, p. 18). 

| Nov. 29.—Messrs. C. W. Ketxrock & Co., at their Sales! 
room, Water-street, Liverpool, at 12 0 olock, the Tron | 
hi. Sil izard,” * Scottish Lassie,” 


P * Gitana.” 

Nov. 29.—Messrs. Fareproraer, Ex.is, Cuarx, & Co., 
the E.C., at 2 o’clock, Freehold Ground-re 
and Freehold Residences see advertisement, Oct. 27, DP. 
4; Nov. 3, p. 18; Nov. 17, p. 4). 

Nov. 30.—Messrs. J. A. Lumiey & Co., at the Mart, E.C, 
at 2 o’clock, Freehold Residential Property, Erich 
Residences, and ats Nor. 
(see advertisements, Nov. 3, p. 19). 


Nov. 27 


hound Hotel 
pasehold Pre 


ement, - 





2 oye 
. 





see 





Gulatrlghion, a PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which % 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Poste 
age, 52s. WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 

6s. ; by Post, 28s. Soxtcrrors’ JoURNAL,! 
26s. Od. ; by Post, 28s. Od. Volumes bow 
at the office—cloth, 2s. 9d., half law calf 
5s. 6d. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that, 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 


| All letters intended for publication im the 


‘* Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated” 
by the name of the writer. . 








REEVES & TURNER, 
LAW BOOKSELLERS AND PUBLISHERS, 


Libraries Valued or Purchased. 


A Large Stock of Second-hand Reports and Text-bos 
always on Sale. 


00, CHANCERY LANE & CAREY STREET. 


INTERMENTS, 
CREMATIONS. 
GEO. SMITH & SONS, 

10, GREAT PORTLAND STREET, W. A.D. 174s 
Telegraphic Address, *‘ Anubis, London.” 
Funerals furnished direct. Special terms. Experienced 
VALUERS for PROBATE. 





‘LAW PARTNERSHIPS & SUCCESSION 


For Vacancies in Town and Country, or for Introduc- 3 
tions to Gentlemen requiring above, apply to 
J. HARCOURT SMITH, 
Partnership Agent and Law Costs Drafteman, 
63, Chansery-lane. 


N.B.—MORTGAGE SECURITIS WANTED. 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE A> MAKES 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 4 
esty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of t 
‘udicial Bench, Corporation of London, &e. x 
ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. | 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, T 
Clerks , and Olerks of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Ge 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 





To Her Majesty 





| Pavreured Cs 


“1888 ‘Adin 


ptain R.M.L.I.. Liverpool 
ov 16, 1804 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDC 














